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Introduction 
The study of moral behavior has always been of interest to scholars 
and laymen. A good deal of what has persevered throu^ the centuries in 
terms of the written word deals specifically with the mores, folkways, and 
values that have played a prominent role in the intellectual and ideologi­
cal development of societies. From Plato (1958) to Sartre (1968), the 
basis of man's moral existence has been debated and questioned in the hope 
that understanding would lead to enlightenment and eventually enlightenment 
to a reduction in the forces that drive man to intra- and extra-punitive 
violence and aggression. 
During the last century, the involvement of social scientists in the 
study of moral behavior has led to a burgeoning literature that indicates a 
rather intense desire to systematize and collate the existing knowledge in 
the area of moral development. The psychologists and developmentalists who 
have become involved in moral socialization research view moral judgments as 
a special type of socxal conduct^ that xs, moral judgments have been of 
interest and importance so far as they reveal and support general theories 
and constructs. However, the centrality of moral behaviors has taken on 
added dimensions in the last decade. The questioning of our entire moral 
code has come to the fore, and the issue of moral turpitude has -chsd 
into the highest levels of government (e.g., "Watergate" and the ;esigna-
tion of the Vice President of the United States). Conmunications media 
have played a significant role in perpetuating society's general interest 
in moral issues. It thus seems probable that moral behaviors and espe­
cially moral transgressions will now be perceived not merely as a periph­
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eral part of the socialization process but also as one of its most impor­
tant and significant elements. 
The developmental antecedents of moral structures have been exten­
sively studied by Piaget (1932) and Kohlberg (1964). Both of these 
researchers have essentially concluded that the development in moral con­
duct parallels development in cognitive structures. As the child progres­
ses from stage to stage in his cognitive development, from the primitive 
sensory-motor stage to the advanced formal operations stage, there is a 
concomitant change in moral orientation. The individual essentially moves 
from an egocentric viewpoint to a more socialized perspective; the older 
child (usually beyond the latency age) is different from the younger one in 
relation to how much he has escaped from the narrow confines of his own 
solipsism. Taking into consideration the viewpoint of the other becomes, 
then, an important criterion for the maturing child. This is true for both 
cognitive and moral systems. 
Much of the systematic study of morality has been in outlining and 
detailing the stages of development and has set the basis for a closer look 
at some of the personality factors that might relate to differential func­
tioning. Parental attitudes and behaviors have been looked at as a source 
of molding, shaping, and conditioning the child as a moral entity 
(Allinsmith, 1960; Aronfreed, 1961; Sears, Maccoby, & Levin, 1957). The 
child's personality has not been a principal investigative concern that has 
been dealt with systematically. General psychological dimensions, as well 
as traits and factors, need to be looked at more closely as they relate to 
the overall process of adaptation in a particular society, culture, or sub­
culture. An example of this is the factor of locus of control, generally 
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considered to be an important personality characteristic (Rotter, 1954). 
Phares * (1965) delineation of the locus of control types clearly suggests 
the overall impact of the internality/externality dimension in all areas of 
human functioning. Essentially, locus of control is a continuum construct 
that runs along the spectrum of internal/external control. Generally 
speaking, individuals who operate externally feel that reinforcements are 
controlled by forces beyond their control, and such things as fate and 
chance are prédominent factors in the way their lives operate. Those who 
operate internally feel that their destiny is self-controlled and that they 
are the effective agents in determining reinforcements. As Phares has 
stated, it is in short, "a generalized expectancy relating behavior to 
reinforcement in a wide variety of learning situations" (p. 642). 
Despite the existence of the locus of control measure for the last 
twenty years, a review of the literature (MacDonald, 1972) reveals very 
little research relating locus of control to moral judgments or general 
moral development in children. 
Additionally, there has been little systematic study of children's 
personality profiles as they relate to morality and more specifically to 
moral transgressions. For example, there is scant information on such fac­
tors as dependency, need to control, and achievement anxiety. 
Aronfreed's (1961) classification of moral responses to open-ended 
transgression stories (usually having aggressive overtones) is useful as a 
source in clarifying different cognitive coping styles. This technique 
also allows for the analysis of how guilt, allegedly manifested after 
transgressing a moral given, is psychologically (i.e., dynamically) managed 
by children. 
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Rius, the devices exist to draw these issues together systematically, 
and in view of the historical, educational, and psychological significance 
of moral behavior and functioning, it seems important at this time to 
1) investigate the role of age, sex, IQ, school grades, reading score, 
socioeconomic status, and certain personality factors upon performance in 
morally transgressive situations and 2) to investigate the manner in which 
moral transgressions are managed defensively among preadolescent children. 
For the purpose of the present study, age, sex, IQ, socioeconomic sta 
tus, locus of control, and 8 personality factors will serve as independent 
variables. Moral responses to acts of transgression and psychological 
defenses against guilt serve as the dependent variables. 
Operational Definitions of Variables 
Variable Operational Definition 
Age Chronological age on testing date 
Sex Male - Female 
Kuhlînann-Anderson Intelligence Test 
score (obtained from school record) 
Reading Score Reading grade equivalent on Stanford 
Achievement Test 
Fourth Grade School Index Total letter grades (A=4 points) in 
social studies, science, arithmetic, 
and language arts 
Socioeconomic Status Derived from Hollingshead and Rediich's 
(1958) Two Factor Index of Social Posi­
tion 
Locus of Control (Measure of 
Internality/Exte rnality) 
Obtained from^s' responses on Bialer 
(1960) Locus of Control Questionnaire 
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8 Classroom Personality Fac 
tors (Clusters) 
Derived from factor analysis of 
Deverenx Elementary School Behavior 
Rating Scale (as rated by ^s' classroom 
teacher using adapted certainty scale) 
Moral Responses to Transgres-
sive Acts 
^s' written responses to an adapted 
version of Aronfreed's (1961) five 
open-ended moral transgression stories. 
Story endings are categorized using an 
adapted classification system derived 
from Aronfreed's article (pp. 227-228). 
Psychological Defenses 
against Guilt 
^s ' written responses to an adapted 
version of Aronfreed's (1961) five 
open-ended moral transgression stories. 
Story endings are categorized using the 
definitions of defenses appearing in 
Aronfreed's (1960, p. 188) article on 
"Moral Standards." 
The specific major null hypotheses to be tested are: 
1. No significant relationship exists between the independent vari­
ables (^s ' demographic, academic-cognitive, locus of control, and 
Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale factor scores) 
and the indices derived from ^ ' responses to moral transgression. 
2. No significant relationship exists between the independent vari­
ables (S_s' demographic, academic-cognitive, locus of control, and 
Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale factor scores) 
and the indices of £s' defenses against guilt. 
The specific ancillary null hypotheses to be tested are: 
1. No significant relationship exists between ^ s' locus of control 
score and £s' demographic and academic-cognitive characteristics. 
2. No significant relationship exists between S^s ' Devereux Elementary 
School Behavior Rating Scale factor scores and S^s' demographic, 
academic-cognitive, and locus of control characteristics. 
3. No significant relationship exists between the indices of ^s ' 
responses to moral transgression and the indices of Ss' defenses 
against guilt. 
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Review of Literature 
The purpose of the review of literature is to provide an understanding 
of theoretical and empirical issues as they pertain to the present investi­
gation. Hie review will include 1) a general presentation of the moral 
development literature encompassing age, sex, IQ, and socioeconomic differ­
ences; 2) the variable of locus of control and its relationship to other 
personality factors; 3) the issues of moral transgression and psychological 
defense and their relationship to other variables, both cognitive and per­
sonal. 
Moral Development; General Theoretical Cons ide rat ions 
The basic impetus and initial systematic study of moral development 
appears to have begun in the early 1930's. At this point, Hartshorne, May, 
and Shuttleworth 1930) reported their account of the Character Education 
Inquiry, and Piaget (1932) published The Moral Development of the Child. 
From that time until the 1960's, a good deal of research was reported, with 
a resurgence in interest occurring once again at the present time. 
Piaget (1932) utilized a semi-structured questionnaire which he admin­
istered to 100 Swiss children. On the basis of their responses, he con­
cluded that two major stages of moral development occur, with moral judg­
ment primarily influenced by cognitive factors. The first stage is charac­
terized by moral realism, with moral rules literally interpreted and the 
fear of external punishment the major dynamic motivation. At this stage, 
the principle of "immanent justice" reigns, and the child holds to the 
belief chat punishment inevitably follows the violation of rules or moral 
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sanctions. This objective, conceptual approach is most prominent during 
the early and middle childhood years. 
The more mature, subjective approach emerges in later childhood and 
early adolescence and is based on the notion that intent and motive are 
important elements in moral judgments. Rules are seen as cooperative 
efforts instigated by peers for the conmon interest and can be changed by 
mutual consent. Piaget has called this stage one of reciprocity, with pun­
ishment for transgression specific to the offense and guided by the princi­
ple of equity. In contrast to the earlier stage, moral principles are 
internalized, and the individual acts morally without the necessity of 
imposing continuous external sanctions. 
In general, Piaget has noted that the developmental changes that take 
place are associated with experiential changes in peer-group and parent-
child relations in conjunction with intellectual development over time. 
The stage developmental viewpoint also has been advocated by Kohlberg 
(1964). In an analysis of his own data, as well as Piaget's, Kohlberg has 
formulated a three-level, six-stage sequence of moral development. The 
first level, that of premorality, is characterized by the child's desire to 
avoid punishment and to obtain rewards. Unlike Piaget, Kohlberg believes 
that at this initial stage young children conform to rules out of hedonism 
rather than the rule having absolute power of its own. 
The second level, that of conventional rule-conformity, takes into 
account the child's emerging interaction with others, including peers and 
authority figures. At this stage, the child conforms to avoid the disap­
proval and dislike of others and to avoid censure by authority figures 
which would result in feelings of guilt. 
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The third level, which is not unlike Piaget's reciprocal justice or 
subjective type of morality, is the morality of self-accepted moral princi­
ples. Essentially, the individual conforms to maintain the respect of the 
impartial spectator and to avoid self-condemnation. 
Both Piaget and Kohlberg maintain that the progression of the child 
through the stages of moral development is invariant and basically holds 
despite cultural or subcultural differences. 
In direct contrast to the cognitive-developmental viewpoint are those 
of the psychoanalytic and social-learning theorists. The psychoanalytic 
position on moral development derives primarily from the writings of Freud 
(1930), with contemporary theorists (i.e., Hartmann, 1960; Schafer, 1960) 
deviating little from original hypotheses concerning the origins and devel­
opment of the superego. According to psychoanalytic theory, the conscience 
or superego develops through the child's identification and internalization 
of standards transmitted by his parents. Its most general function is to 
avoid guilt by keeping repressed or unconscious impulses from becoming con­
scious. The initial functioning of the superego part of the personality 
occurs during the so-called Oedipal phase (age 4-6 years), before the child 
is cognitively and emotionally sophisticated and, therefore, operates pri­
marily outside the bounds of conscious awareness. In addition, the super­
ego is relatively unaffected by changing reality conditions and. therefore, 
is often conceived of as "rigid," "strict," and "harsh." If the estab­
lished, internalized standards are violated by conflicting impulses or 
external conditions, defenses are utilized to suppress awareness and dimen-
ish the engendered guilt. Theoretically, then, the psychoanalytic view­
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point is nondevelopmental since the moral values which have been inter­
nalized during early childhood remain essentially unmodified through life. 
The social-learning model may be viewed as an attempt to bridge learn­
ing and psychoanalytic theories and is typified by the work of Sears (1951) 
and Aronfreed (1961). The basic premise that the social-learning theorists 
begin with in their analysis of moral behaviors is that their acquisition 
is not substantially different from that of any other set or class of 
behaviors. As Maccoby (1968) has stated, "if one wishes to understand the 
acquisition of morality, one must study the processes which underlie the 
acquisition of any behavior, that is to say, the processes of learning" 
(p. 241). Through the processes of modeling, shaping, and the reinforce­
ment (negative and positive) of behaviors, the child comes to know the 
expectations of the society he lives in and eventually comes to behave in 
the appropriate fashion in order to avoid the negative consequences of 
transgression. The early preschool years are seen as most crucial in that 
it is at this point that parents serve as the most prominent dispensers of 
reinforcement, as well as being direct models consistently available to the 
child. Since, for the social-learning theorist, early learned behavior 
tends to persist, there is no developmental sequence that occurs. Changing 
reinforcement contingencies account for changes in moral behaviors, as with 
other behaviors, and accounts for subcultural and cross-cultural differen­
ces noted in the literature. 
The general learning theory paradigm in learning resistance to tempta­
tion is similar to the learning of an avoidance response. Typically, the 
child who has transgressed attempts to escape punishment. At some later 
point, cues in the environment serve as anticipatory warning functions, and 
10 
consequently an avoidance response is made prior to the onset of transgres­
sion. When parents punish their children after transgression responses, 
characteristics of guilt are learned. Resistance to temptation also devel­
ops because anxiety anticipatory of guilt serves as an avoidance cue. 
Because the child is punished for his transgression first, the development 
of the capacity to experience guilt precedes the learning of resistance to 
temptation. In the relatively developed conscience, then, guilt serves the 
prior function of actual punishment (Grinder, 1962). The process of 
socialization in regard to moral development is a difficult one in that it 
characteristically requires the substitution of behavior which does not in 
itself have rewarding or reinforcement value for behavior which does. 
Age As ^  Factor in Moral Development 
The general a priori assumption made in regard to the relationship 
between age and moral development is that as age increases, so does the 
ability to make mature judgments on moral questions; that is, the relation­
ship is seen as essentially linear. However, the experimental literature 
provides support for and against this hypothesis. 
Piaget (1932) cites evidence that as children get older, their 
response to moral transgression shifts in favor of "punishment by reciproc­
ity," the more subjective, mature form of moral judgment. He reported that 
28 percent of his subjects in the 6-7 year age group favored responses of 
reciprocity over less mature forms; in the 8-10 year group, the percentage 
was 49. A clear trend was observed which indicated that as age increased, 
the more subjective, abstract concept of reciprocity became the predominant 
mode of meting out justice for a morally transgressive act. 
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In a study by Whiteman and Rosier (1964) in which Plagetian-type sto­
ries and questions were used such as, "Which child is naughtier?" and "Why 
was he naughtier?," the authors concluded that their data supported 
Piaget's contentions regarding the influence of age on moral judgment In 
children. However, they also found that maturity of moral judgment was a 
function of Increases in mental age rather than of advances in chronologi­
cal age alone. 
Kohlberg (1963) investigated responses to stories of 72 males, aged 
10, 13, and 16 years, involving conflicts between acts of obedience to 
legal-social norms and behaviors that serve human needs and welfare. For 
each conflict situation presented, the subject was asked which act he would 
perform and why. An analysis of variance computed on the obtained data 
yielded significant differences in level of moral development between all 
three age groups (p<.01, F-value not given). In terms of these results, 
Kohlberg essentially supports Piaget's contention of moral judgment transi­
tions occurring with increasing age and believes that it is only through 
the acquisition of cognitive and social experiences that moral concepts and 
attitudes take on meaning. The age factor alone is not sufficient for 
growth of judgment; it must be mediated by other factors. 
In one of the few longitudinal studies directly concerned with the 
issue of moral development, Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) reported on 
Kohlberg*s original subjects when many had been in their mid-twenties. They 
found little change in level of moral judgment (using the same instruments 
updated for age) after the age of twenty and no changes after the age of 
twenty-five. 
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Both Morris (1958) and Johnson (1962), using Piagetian stories, 
reported significant positive relationships between increasing age and 
increasing moral judgment. In a review of the literature existing up to 
that time, Boehm and Nass (1962) concluded that age is the only consis­
tently operative factor in the development toward maturity. However, they 
did note trends suggesting differences in cultural groups. 
A contrary position to the age-related and maturational hypotheses has 
been offered by HacRae (1954) and Durkin (1959a,b). MacRae has suggested 
that although Piaget was correct in linking moral development to cognitive 
development, the age and sequence transitions do not hold if certain kinds 
of experiences provided by the environment do not become available. The 
stage and age hypothesis does hold when utilizing a strictly cognitive 
approach in which questions of the "should" and "ought" type are employed. 
However, MacRae noted that when looking at "emotional" moral development, 
in which anxiety with one's own deviance is primary, the stages do not 
stand up empirically. This emotional component varies so greatly that it 
is impossible to associate moral development reliably with age differen­
tials . 
In support of MacRae's position, Durkin (1959b) suggests that Piaget 
unjustifiably minimizes the influence of the environment on a child's 
understanding of what is just. Indeed, Carmichael in an early study (1930) 
found that six-year-old children have a good understanding of general 
societal moral norms and recognize misdeeds. "Riey also are capable of 
learning and appropriately using avoidance, prevarication, confession, and 
restitution responses, which, according to Piaget, only become part of the 
older child's repertoire. 
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Harrower (1935), in an early follow-up study of Piaget's conclusions, 
tested (using Piaget's stories) two groups of London children (N = 66). One 
group (N = 26) was composed of children from a poor section of the city 
(similar in socioeconomic status to Piaget's sample), and one group (N = 40) 
was composed of children from wealthy and culturally-oriented homes. The 
results of this study were quite interesting in that only the lower socio­
economic group showed a decrease of moral realism (Stage I) with increasing 
age, whereas the children at the higher social level gave responses charac­
teristic of moral reciprocity (Stage II) from the very beginning. Again, 
age per se was not the vital factor, but social experiences were. Harrower 
concluded, therefore, that the stage-age hypothesis is not a universal 
characteristic of development and could be found only within certain uni­
form groups, which are subject to certain constant conditions. 
Bronfenbrenner (1962), in a review of the literature, also has con­
cluded that the farther one moves from the European mainland in distance 
and culture, the more frequently are departures from or outright contradic­
tions of Piaget's findings. 
Ihe above synopsis of the research relating moral development to age 
is both inconclusive and contradictory and to some extent is based on dif­
ferences of methodology and theoretical position. Nonetheless, most 
researchers do agree that given certain social and cognitive consequences, 
the child's moral judgment over time does change from a relatively immature 
to a relatively mature stance. 
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Sex As a Factor in Moral Development 
It is interesting to note that Piaget (1932) did not systematically 
investigate sex differences in his research on moral development, and actu­
ally it was not until the late 1950*s that this question was explored in 
the research by others. Piaget did report, though, that morality based on 
reciprocity tended to increase more rapidly with age for boys than for 
girls. Hartshorne, May, and Shuttleworth (1930) as well as Sears, Maccoby, 
and Levin (1957) found that girls generally received higher scores than 
boys on tests of moral knowledge including conventional and ideal stan­
dards. Aronfreed (1961) has reported sex differences (N = 122; 61 girls, 
61 boys) which indicated that sixth-grade girls were more likely to give 
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story endings (on a projective device) involving apology than boys (x = 
4.77, p<.05, one-tailed test) and likewise gave more story endings focused 
2 
on external responsibility than boys (x = 7.85, p<.01, one-tailed test). 
The findings indicated overall that boys were generally more internally 
oriented (i.e., expected punishment for transgression) and girls more 
externally oriented (i.e., initiated reparation for transgression). The 
author suggested that these findings could best be understood as stable end 
results of different patterns of social reinforcement. 
Whiteman and Rosier (1964) using Piagetian-type stories, reported that 
the percentage cf mature moral responses (i.e.* those based on the concept 
of intent rather than upon consequences) was greater at each age level 
(7-8; 9-10. 11-12) for females than for males. However, the differences 
did not reach statistical significance, although the trends were apparent. 
An examination of some of the cros^-cultural research on moral devel­
opment tends to support the sex-difference hypothesis. Bronfenbrenner 
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(1967), who has conducted the pioneering work in this area, has compared 
American and Soviet Union children. The basic technique employed by the 
researcher consisted of administering a series of moral conflict situations 
under varying conditions of applied experimental pressure (i.e., peer vs. 
adult). For each conflict situation, the subject is required first to make 
a choice of going along with the morally sanctioned option or committing a 
transgression and, secondly, to indicate how certain he/she is about the 
choice. Bronfenbrenner's data indicate that both in the Soviet Union and 
in the United States boys are more inclined to engage in a socially unde­
sirable activity than girls (F = 5.63, p<.01). However, the sex differ­
ence was no larger in one country than in the other, but Soviet girls in 
particular support adult standards of behavior and, both as individuals and 
as a classroom collective, experience and exert social pressure to conform 
to these standards (F = 3.74, p<-01). 
In another study by Beloff and Baton (1970), in which Bronfenbrenner's 
moral conflict situations were utilized, with twelve-year-old British 
school children as subjects (N = 274; 134 boys, 140 girls), girls generally 
responded in a more adult-oriented way than boys. That is, they tended to 
conform to moral principles more readily than boys and in this way showed 
similarities to their Russian and American counterparts. 
A number of other studies pertaining to sex differences found no dis­
tinctions as noted above. Grinder (1962) has reported that at ages five 
and six, girls were more likely to confess voluntarily to their transgres­
sions than were boys who confessed to misdeeds only when interrogated. 
However, at ages eleven and twelve when these subjects (N = 140; 70 boys, 
70 girls) were asked to operate a "ray-gun" in a shooting gallery con­
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trolled by the experlmentor and where an attractive badge could be won if 
the established rules for the game were transgressed, the proportion of 
girls who resisted temptation was not reliably larger than the proportion 
of boys who resisted. Grinder has suggested that the earlier sex differ­
ence noted for the five- and six-year-olds is probably a consequence of the 
indeterminateness inherent in parental onset and termination of socializa­
tion pressures, rather than qualitative differences in child rearing. 
In another study by Grinder (1964), in which the resistance to tempta­
tion paradigm was again used, it was found that belief in immanent justice 
or the more mature consideration-of-intentions motive did not yield signifi­
cant differences between boys and girls from 7-11 years of age. 
In a study with a large number of subjects (N = 807), in grades 5 (93 
boys, 97 girls), 7 (97 boys, 76 girls), 9 (125 boys, 143 girls), and 11 (84 
boys, 92 girls), Johnson (1962) reported no significant correlations between 
five Piagetian morality dimensions (immanent justice, moral realism, expia­
tory punishment, efficacy of severe punishment, and communicable responsi­
bility) and sex of subject. 
In addition, Boehm and Mass (1962) and Klinger et al. (1964) reported 
the absence of sex differences in their research on moral judgment. 
In view of the contradictory findings on the relationship between sex 
and moral judgment, as reported above, the issue remains an open one. The 
need for more systematic and longitudinal research appears to be evident. 
IQ As a Factor in Moral Development 
The influence of intellectual and cognitive attributes upon various 
social-personality factors has gained substantial recognition from 
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researchers. In the more or less circumscribed area of moral development, 
the general body of reported research overwhelmingly supports the notion 
that progress through the various stages of moral development is acceler­
ated by advanced cognitive development (or the general intelligence fac­
tor) . 
In a study by Boehm (1962), children (N = 237) from 6 to 9 years of age 
were administered Piagetian type stories and then classified, according to 
their responses, in one of Piaget's moral development stages. An analysis 
of the data indicated that gifted children (IQ above 110) mature earlier in 
their moral judgments concerning distinctions between intention and outcome 
of an action than children of average intelligence (IQ 90-110). 
Whiteman and Rosier (1964) also have reported very similar results, 
using the Piagetian story technique with 126 children between the ages of 7 
and 12. In the percentages of mature moralistic judgments detailed by the 
authors, it is interesting to note that in the 11-12-year-old group with IQ 
between 120 and 145, 100 percent of the story responses were categorized at 
Piaget's highest level. On the other hand, the lowest group (IQ 70-90) 
reached this Piagetian level in only 76 percent of the cases by age 11-12. 
In general, as IQ increased so did level of moral judgment. 
Nelson, Grinder, and Challas (1968) using the Kohlbergian stage system 
of analysis also have shown that in seventh grade boys and girls, IQ 
related positively to a measure of resistance to temptation. 
In conclusion, as Hoffman (1970) in his review article has noted, the 
relation between IQ and the moral attributes formulated by Piaget are con­
sistently positive. 
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Social Class As a Factor in Moral Development 
One of the more striking facts pervading the sociological, psychologi­
cal, and developmental literature is the interest and attention given to 
social class differences in our society. Relevant to this review of liter­
ature, research focusing on parental child-rearing practices and its effect 
on children's moral orientation and moral development will be discussed. 
If we look first at the expressed child-rearing goals of the different 
classes, some rather distinct differences emerge. Kohn (1959a, 1959b) has 
reported that lower-class parents, as compared to middle-class parents, 
focus more on immediate compliance to rules and demands and less on charac­
ter development. Davis and Havighurst (1946) and Sears et al. (1957) also 
have reported differences in social orientation in line with Kohn's. In 
conjunction with the differences cited in basic orientation is the differ­
ences persistently found in relation to disciplinary techniques. The above 
authors, as well as Littman, Moore, and Pierce-Jones (1957) and Hoffman and 
Saltzstein (1967) have found that lower-class parents tend to use power-
assertive and direct aggression techniques in their discipline, whereas 
middle-class parents are more prone to use various "love withdrawal" or 
"psychological" methods. The basic approaches for the middle-class parent 
primarily consist of withdrawing love, isolating or ignoring the child, 
reasoning, and explanation. These basic approaches appear to be consistent 
for both sexes reared within differing socioeconomic classes, but as Sears 
et al. (1957) has suggested, the specific technique of withdrawal of love 
might be used more with girls than with boys, regardless of social class. 
A number of authors (Kohlberg, 1963; Kohn, 1963; Aronfreed, 1961, 
1968) have attempted to explain these class differences in child rearing as 
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results of occupational requirements and general orientation toward the 
existing social order. For example, Aronfreed (1961) has concluded that 
individuals holding higher social and occupational positions have greater 
power and responsibility to determine and evaluate their own behavior. In 
addition, they are more likely to act upon their external environment and 
are reinforced in their roles as independent achievers, relatively free 
from immediate external supervision. In contrast, the occupational roles 
of lower status individuals tend not to encourage initiative and self-
reliance and generally create an atmosphere that produces in the worker a 
feeling that their opportunities for affecting their environment are 
restricted. Their work is bounded by its highly specified nature and is 
essentially controlled by external sources. 
What emerges in relation to these differences in parental feelings of 
power and style is the child's own basic feelings of controlling his own 
destiny; thus, the lower-class child tends to develop and maintain an 
external orientation, while the middle-class child develops and maintains 
an internal orientation. 
The relationship between parental disciplinary techniques and moral 
development (among children) has been investigated by Aronfreed (1961). In 
his study, parents were first interviewed as to their disciplinary tech­
niques and then their sixth-grade children (N = 122) tested on a projective 
device to get their reactions to stories dealing with moral transgression. 
The results indicated that middle-class children show more evidence of 
self-criticism than do working-class children and are considerably less 
likely to resolve transgressions through the perception of unpleasant for-
2 
tuitous consequences or a focus on external responsibility (x =7.85, 
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p<.01, one-tailed test). In line with this finding is the significant 
difference in parental disciplinary techniques used between the two 
classes. Lower-class parents predominantly used "sensitization" (physical 
punishment) techniques, whereas middle-class parents predominantly used 
2 
"induction" (love withdrawal and verbal explanations) techniques (x = 8.50, 
p<.01, one-tailed test). In explaining these results, the author suggests 
that the class distinctions noted are due to varying social reinforcement 
(type of discipline) which defines the extent of opportunity to evaluate 
and determine one's own actions or, conversely, the extent of one's depen­
dence on the external environment. Whether or not the children in this 
study were actually internal or external personality types was not deter­
mined and, therefore, requires some further investigation. 
As noted before, Harrower (1935), in a study of London children (N=66), 
found that class differences in terms of moral development were evidenced 
primarily in the decline of moral realism. For the lower socioeconomic 
group, moral realism (the immature stage) decreased with age, but the 
higher socioeconomic group, even at early ages, gave high percentages of 
mature moral responses. Harrower suggests that these results are indica­
tive of the manner in which different classes maintain reinforcement pat­
terns. These patterns are fairly constant in a given culture and tend to 
be passed on from generation to generation. 
A study by Boehm (1962) further elaborates some class differences in 
moral development and tends to highlight some of the complexity inherent in 
the issue. Boehm divided her sample (N = 237, 6-9 years of age) into upper-
class and lower-class and analyzed the FiagetIan-type stories administered 
in terms of moral development level. She found that the younger working-
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class children who gave mature level responses to stories concerned with 
adult independence scored more lower level (immature) responses when dis­
tinguishing right from wrong than middle-class children at the same age. 
Upper middle-class subjects, who were more discerning at an earlier age 
than working-class children in regard to intention and consequence, scored 
more lower level responses regarding Issues of adult independence and peer 
reciprocity at the same age. It appears that despite the advantages usu­
ally attributed to the middle-class child in terms of cognitive functioning 
and its carry over to other areas, they remain somewhat deficient (at least 
until later childhood) in the areas of independence from parents and the 
leveling effect of peer interaction. 
In summary, it appears that the middle-class child does indeed have 
the edge in terms of moral development (as he does in most other areas of 
development, according to the dominant value system in our society), but 
the lower-class child clearly is not "lacking in morals" nor evidences more 
difficulty as an agent to be socialized. The issue is one of perspective, 
and as the differences in child rearing between the classes decrease, as 
Bronfenbrenner (1958) suggests they have been, then we would expect the gap 
to narrow in relation to all of the consequences associated with varying 
socialization patterns. 
The Locus of Control Variable 
The locus of control construct was initially formulated within the 
framework of social learning theory by Rotter (1954) and subsequently 
called "internal-external locus of control." Essentially, the variable 
refers to the extent to which an individual feels he has control over the 
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reinforcements that occur relative to his behavior. Phares (1965) has 
delineated the internal-external types in the following manner. Internals 
tend to feel that they control their own destiny and are the effective 
agents in determining the occurrence of reinforcements. Externals, on the 
other hand, feel that forces beyond their control are the essential factors 
in determining the occurrence of reinforcements, with such forces as fate, 
chance, and powerful others playing a deciding role. All of this repre­
sents a continuum of individual differences that cuts across specific need 
areas and is, in short, a generalized expectancy relating behavior to rein­
forcement in a wide variety of learning situations. 
Within the normal range of adjustment, individuals with a high belief 
in the external control of reinforcement might be relatively passive in any 
attempts to change the world. In the middle of the continuum, people could 
be typified by strong efforts to adjust to present conditions and to maxi­
mize their understanding of the "order of things" or the nature of other 
people. People with perhaps a still greater belief in internal control may 
include those who believe in their own potential to change the environment 
or the world around them. They are not merely ambitious but could be crea­
tive, nonconformists, or revolutionary (Rotter, Liverant & Seeman, 1962). 
As a general principle, internal control refers to the perception of 
positive and/or negative events as being a consequence of one's own actions 
and thereby under personal control. On the other hand, external control 
refers to one's own behavior in certain situations and, therefore, beyond 
personal control. The emphasis on the situation indicates that the inter­
nal-external control construct is not conceived as a typology whereby peo­
ple can be dlchotomously classified but as a hypothetical construct to 
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account for intraindividual as well as interindividual response variations 
in specified situations. 
A number of different scales and questionnaires have been developed to 
get a measure of internality/externality. Phares' (1955) scale was the 
first developed. A more recent scale has been developed by Rotter (1966) 
and is used primarily with adult populations. Bialer (1961) has developed 
a scale for children which is a 23-item forced choice ("yes" or "no") 
device in which the subject attributes the locus of control to himself or 
to others. This questionnaire is orally administered and has been used 
with children from five to fifteen years of age. 
In recent years, there has been a great deal of research using the 
above-noted devices, as well as others, with an up-to-date bibliography 
published by MacDonald (1972) listing over 200 references. The research 
has generally focused on correlates of the locus of control measure and its 
pervasiveness as a psychological factor and is similar to the work con­
ducted on the field-independence/field-dependence construct. 
A number of studies have documented the relationship between locus of 
control and other personality variables. A study by Willoughby (1967), for 
example, points up the relationship between locus of control and field 
dependence. A total of 76 college students were administered the Hidden 
Figures Test (HPT), a measure of field dependence, and the Adults' Locus of 
Evaluation and Control Scale (ALOE-C). The obtained correlations between 
the HFT and the "evaluation" subscale of the ALOE-C were statistically sig­
nificant (r = .32, p<.01). Based on this result, the author concluded 
that the evaluation subscale of the ALOE-C is related to the construct of 
field dependence so that subjects who depend upon some external frame of 
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reference in making perceptual judgments also show evidence of an external 
orientation in their personal assessments. Such a finding indicates that 
one of the correlates of perceptual dependency is an increased reliance 
upon others for self-definition or differentiation. 
A study conducted by Hersch and Scheibe (1967) in which Rotter's I-E 
scale, the California Psychological Inventory (CPI), and the Adjectival 
Check List (ACL) were administered to a group of college student service 
volunteers (N = 185; 126 female, 59 male) indicated significant personality 
differences between the internal and external groups. Internal scorers 
were high on the ACL measures of Defensiveness, Achievement, Dominance, 
Endurance, and Order. On the other hand, the internal scorers were lower 
on the ACL scales reflecting Succorance and Abasement. On the CPI, the 
internal scorers were higher on the Dominance, Tolerance, Good Impression, 
and Sociability scales. The converse of these relationships held for the 
external scorers who generally checked fewer favorable and more unfavorable 
self-descriptive adjectives than did the internals. As a general conclu­
sion, the authors noted that the data in their study support the conclusion 
that internality is consistently associated with indexes of social adjust­
ment and personal achievement. 
Two recent studies with younger subjects generally substantiate the 
above conclusions. Beebe (1970) administered the Bialer Locus of Control 
Scale and the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory to 4th, 6th, 8th, and 10th 
grade subjects (N = 200) and found that the relationship between internality 
and self-concept was positive at all ages. Epstein and Komorita (1970) 
also evaluated self-esteem (using the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory) 
and locus of control (using the Locus of Control Scale for Success-Failure) 
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but used 4th-6th grade Negro boys (N = 120) as subjects. Again, high-self-
esteem subjects were more internal than low- or moderate-esteem subjects. 
The authors suggested that the belief in one's powerlessness, arising from 
membership in a stigmatized minority group, may be cushioned by a positive 
self-concept. 
In terms of achievement and school-related behaviors, a number of 
interesting studies have been reported. Shaw and Uhl (1971) investigated 
the relationship between children's locus of control (using Bialer Locus of 
Control Scale) scores and school achievement (measured by reading scores) 
for low and upper-middle socioeconomic level (SEL) white and black groups. 
The results indicated that a) the low socioeconomic group (N=104) had sig­
nificantly higher external scores than the upper-middle socioeconomic group 
(N=107) and b) that within the upper-middle group, blacks had higher exter­
nal scores than whites. However, within the low group, there was no rela­
tionship between race and external scores. Of the four groups (white low 
SEL, black low SEL, black upper-middle SEL, and white upper-middle SEL), 
the locus of control scores related to achievement in only the latter 
group. It was found that the higher the external score, the lower the 
reading score. Milgram et al. (1970) also has found that among 6-year-old 
disadvantaged children (both white and black), the general level of aspira­
tion on specific performance tasks was low, and they were characterized by 
being on the external part of the locus of control continuum. 
In the final study to be reported in this area, Crandall, Katkovsky, 
and Preston (1962) reported on research conducted with early grade (first, 
second, and third graders) school children (N = 40; 20 boys, 20 girls). In 
this study, the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire (a 
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measure of locus of control) was correlated with four achievement-related 
activities (time spent in intellectual free-play activities, intensity of 
striving in intellectual free-play pursuits, intelligence test performance, 
and reading and arithmetic test performances). The results indicated that 
responsibility attribution was significantly related to most criteria for 
males but not for females. Male subjects who attributed achievement 
responsibility to themselves spent more time in intellectual free-play 
activities (r = .70, p<.05, N = 20), demonstrated greater intellectual 
striving within free-play pursuits (r = .66, p<.05), scored higher on the 
Intelligence test (r = .52, p<.05) and on achievement tests (reading r = 
.51, p<.05; arithmetic r = .38, p<.10). These results are interesting in 
that higher correlations were obtained for the naturalistic observation 
measures than for the written test measures, strongly suggesting that the 
locus of control variable is Indeed a pervasive psychological factor which 
clearly manifests itself in daily living. 
From the above-reported results, it is clear that age, sex, social 
class, and intelligence factors play a definitive role in the development 
of internal/external orientation. Generally, the bulk of the reported 
research indicates that as age increases so does the measure of locus of 
control in the direction of internality (Beebe, 1970; Aronfreed, 1961; 
Rotter, 1966; Penk, 1969). The same relationship holds for social class. 
Higher social class is associated with internality and lower social class 
with externality (Battle & Rotter, 1963; Rotter, 1966). Interestingly, 
Battle and Rotter also found that lower-class Negroes with high IQ's were 
more external than middle-class whites with lower IQ's. Generally, though, 
most reports indicate that intelligence is positively related to perceived 
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internal control (Penk, 1969; Lefcourt, 1966; Bialer, 1961), although 
Hersch and Scheibe (1967), in a study with adults, and Allen (1971), in a 
study with children, report insignificant correlations between IQ and locus 
of control scores. No studies reporting on these two variables yielded 
negative correlations, and the trend is always in the positive direction. 
In regard to the sex variable as it relates to locus of control, the 
research is more conflictual. Aronfreed (1961) reported sex differences in 
his research, with girls generally more external than boys. However, 
Battle and Rotter (1963) and Beebe (1970) found no sex differences in locus 
of control, while Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall (1965) found girls to 
be more prone to assign responsibility to themselves (internality) for 
results eventuating from intellectual achievement efforts. 
Perhaps the most logical place to look for the antecedents of chil­
dren's locus of control is with the parenting agents. A number of recent 
studies have done this and have resulted in fairly consistent findings. In 
a study by MacDonald (1971), retrospective reports of parenting and a meas­
ure of locus of control were collected from undergraduate college students 
(N = 427 ; 192 males and 235 females). The data were analyzed in a 2 X 2 
analysis of variance design (Sex X Parent Behavior). The results indicated 
that relatively stronger internal control orientations held for ^s who 
described their mothers as a) more nurturant (p<.04), b) having more pre­
dictable standards for their children's behavior (p<.08 for total sample; 
p<.01 for males), c) using more achievement pressure (p<.05, females only). 
Fathers were described as a) more nurturant (p<.05) and b) as using more 
physical punishment (p<.05, males only). Similar findings were reported by 
Davis and Phares (1969) in which internals as contrasted with externals 
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(£s were college students, N = 120) indicated that their parents showed 
less rejection, hostile control, and withdrawal of relations and more posi­
tive involvement and consistent discipline. It is noteworthy that in this 
study no direct relationship was found between children's I-E beliefs and 
parents' child-rearing and I-E attitudes. 
Both MacDonald (1971) and Davis and Phares (1969) employed retrospec­
tive reports. Allen (1971) gathered contemporary data from children and 
their parents and obtained results similar to those reported above. In 
this study, a total of 376 third- and sixth-grade children and 137 of their 
parents were tested. Children were administered the Locus of Control Scale 
(LC) and the Parent Behavior Inventory (PBI). Parents were administered 
the Internal-External Control Scale (I-E) and the Inventory of Family Life 
and Attitudes. Again, as reported by Davis and Phares (1969), this study 
yielded nonsignificant coefficients of correlation between children's LC 
scores and Mothers' and Fathers' I-E scores. Furthermore, results indi­
cated that internal-control children tended to see their parents as warm, 
emotionally supporting, strict, interested in sharing plans and activities 
and equalitarian in manner; external-control children saw their parents as 
critical, rejecting, neglectful, and ignoring. 
Most of the research reported above suggests that parents who attempt 
to exert a great deal of control over their children's behavior and who are 
restrictive and directing tend to develop in the child a belief that he 
does not control the occurrence of important outcomes. Conversely, the 
parent who permits his child relative autonomy allows the child to test and 
experience the consequences of his behavior. Such a parent tends to 
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develop in his child beliefs that support the notion that the child main­
tains some control over events. 
A review of the literature indicates that very few studies have 
directly tested the relationship between locus of control and functioning 
in situations clearly defined as "moral." Aronfreed (1961), as mentioned 
previously, did investigate I-E orientation and response to moral trans­
gression but did not obtain locus of control scores on his sample. A study 
by Adams-Webber (1969) was specifically designed to include both an I-E 
measure and written responses to moral transgression stories. A total of 
103 undergraduate college students (42 male, 61 female) between the ages of 
17 and 25 were administered Rotter's I-E Scale and, in addition, were asked 
to write suitable endings for two story beginnings wherein the central 
characters engage in immoral behavior. The hypothesis predicted that sub­
jects who portray the story protagonist as one who assigns blame to other 
persons or forces and experiences no guilt feelings, and/or is punished or 
fears punishment through the operation of external agencies, would obtain 
higher I-E (external) scores than would subjects who represent the story 
protagonist as one who manifests self-blame and guilt feelings, and/or is 
punished as a function of his own subsequent actions (i.e., confession, 
self-punishment). 
An analysis of variance indicated a highly significant relationship 
between story completion scores and I-E scores (F = 9.50, p<.001, two-
tailed test) supporting the above hypothesis. No significant sex differen­
ces or interaction between sex and story completion results were observed. 
Thus, the results of this study clearly indicate that individual differen­
ces in moral judgment are mediated by the construct of locus of control. 
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Very similar results were reported by Johnson et al. (1968). In this 
study, college students (N = 101) were again used and administered Rotter's 
I-E Control Scale and a series of projective stories designed to test 
resistance to temptation. The results indicated that a tendency to portray 
the protagonist as experiencing guilt following the violation of a moral 
norm related significantly to internal control for male subjects (r = .45, 
p<.01) but not for female subjects. 
In summary then, internals appear to resolve moral transgressions 
through self-blame and the manifestation of guilt, while externals appear 
to expect punishment or retaliation commensurate with the transgressive 
behavior. It also would appear that the sex differences noted in the above 
three studies warrant further investigation. 
Before concluding, a few words about the relationship between locus of 
control and social desirability appear to be warranted. Social desirabil­
ity refers to the notion that behaviors, values, and ideas have hierarchi­
cal response strength and that certain statements pertaining to any of 
these would, if one wanted to please a researcher or investigator, be more 
likely to be verbalized than others. On any given test, a subject might 
respond in a fashion that reflects his belief about what Is right or good 
rather than with personal beliefs. The locus of control variable has 
recently been questioned on this basis since many of the statements found 
on I-E test devices seem to be loaded with value factors. This, of course, 
is true for any personality test, and the issue remains a complex and 
unresolved one to date. 
Some recent reviews and studies suggest that opinion is split on this 
issue as it specifically relates to the locus of control variable. In a 
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study by Cone (1971), in which Army personnel (N = 48) were administered 
Rotter's I-E scale and the Edwards' Social Desirability Scale, a positive 
relationship was found between increasing internal scores and increasing 
preference for socially desirable statements. Although not disproving the 
independence of the I-E measure. Cone suggested that internalizers, feeling 
they have some control over reinforcements accruing to them, try to influ­
ence the dispensers of these reinforcers by behaving in socially desirable 
ways. Conversely, persons who feel they have little control over rein­
forcements accruing to them may not be as likely to attempt such influence. 
Thus, thinking of oneself as having control over reinforcements would lead 
to behavior consistent with this belief. 
Hjelle (1971) also has demonstrated that among college students (N = 
99; 27 male, 72 female) a small relationship existed between S^'s I-E score 
(measured by the Internal-External Control of Reinforcement Scale) and S^'s 
tendency to agree with I-E items of high response-preference value (r = .20, 
p<.05). In the same study, a significant relationship (r = .43, p<.01) was 
shown between the social-desirability value for I-E items and the probabil­
ity of I-E item endorsement. Internal items were rated as significantly 
more socially desirable than the corresponding external items. From these 
results, Hjelle concluded that although a correlation of .43 represented a 
significant relationship between social desirability value and ^s ' percep­
tion of themselves as behaving in that fashion, the relationship was sub­
stantially less than reported in most investigations of this type. There­
fore, only a moderate amount of the total variance in I-E scores can safely 
be attributed to the social desirability variable. 
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Finally, Lefcourt (1966) in a review article of the locus of control 
variable also has concluded that the overall results linking the I-E factor 
to social desirability indicate that the relationship varies from one of 
bare significance to nonsignificance, and, therefore, the response-set 
interpretation for locus of control test performance appears nondefensible. 
Lefcourt also has concluded that social desirability has proven ineffective 
in the prediction of criteria related to the I-E control dimension and, 
therefore, supports the notion that locus of control measures are indeed 
independent. 
The limited literature dealing with locus of control and social desir­
ability tends to favor the view that I-E measures show good discriminant 
validity but that investigators should keep in mind the possibility of 
interference from such factors as need for approval and "psyching the 
researcher." Little can be said in relationship to children's I-E measures 
since the literature reports virtually nothing on this issue. Obviously, 
this needs further investigation. 
Moral Transgression. Guilt. and Defense Mechanisms 
Guilt induction and manifestation are significant elements in the 
socialization process and relate importantly to the development of defense 
mechanisms. Yet, there has been very little research on the developmental 
aspects of this phenomenon, although Freud (1946) has suggested that there 
might be a developmental sequence associated with the emergence of particu­
lar defense procedures. Guilt is assumed to occur when the subject makes a 
response attempting to confess, undo, rationalize, or project a morally 
transgressive act (Aronfreed, 1968). Roughly speaking, it appears that 
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with younger children, guilt following moral transgression is managed by 
trying to assuage external forces holding power to punish or withdraw a 
affection. With older children and adults, the guilt is internalized and 
is managed by attempting to change the circumstances or by self-punishment 
(i.e., increased anxiety, depression). The moral education model typically 
begins with the external assumption, holding that young children are not 
capable of making sophisticated rational choices behaviorally in relation 
to moral choices, and so must be trained to do so by teaching right from 
wrong. As the child progresses in age, he is accorded more and more 
responsibility for his moral acts and is given increasing authority to live 
with his own conscience. By the time children reach adolescence, society 
expects, indeed demands, that sufficient internalization and training has 
occurred so that in most instances right from wrong is clearly defined. 
Guilt, rather than the fear of external punishment, now becomes the modus 
operandi for the independently functioning member of society. 
The expectation in regard to the arousal of guilt theoretically fol­
lows increases in chronological age and the continuing sophistication of 
cognitive structures. As the child progresses in age, the frequency of 
guilt responses should increase, and the nature of defense mechanisms 
should change. The younger child, having to deal with the world in a more 
or less concrete fashion, should exhibit more responses after transgression 
that may be defined as "undoing" or "denial" while the older child should 
be more prone to manifest "rationalization" or "projection of blame" 
responses. The more sophisticated the cognitive system, the more likely 
the individual is to exhibit psychological defenses that require complex 
verbal logic or abstraction. 
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It also has been suggested by Âronfreed (1964) and Katkovsky, Crandall, 
and Good (1967) that the development of an external orientation may serve 
as a protective device to defend against aversive circumstances associated 
with parents who are overly critical or rejecting, and Phares, Ritchie, and 
Davis (1968) have postulated that an external orientation may function as a 
defense against threat. It would seem, then, that the development of spe­
cific defensive orientations is a function of personality development very 
much influenced by parental behaviors and cultural context. As an example 
of this, Goldwasser and Goldwasser (1963) have shown that even in a largely 
homogeneous society, as it exists in Israel, differences in guilt feelings 
in regard to moral transgression vary in relation to the amount of direct 
contact the child has with parents and peers. The results indicated that 
children (aged 11-13) reared in a communal Kibbutz environment experienced 
the most guilt when the target of the transgression was the peer group, 
while the least guilt was elicited as a result of transgression against the 
mother. These results are in direct contrast to the results obtained among 
children in more traditional Western societies and vividly demonstrates the 
power various socializing agents maintain in the elicitation and arousal of 
specific feelings and behaviors. 
Despite the fact that a great deal of theorizing and speculation have 
attended the question of the development of defense mechanisms, especially 
among those of the psychoanalytic school, there has been little empirical 
or experimental research done to substantiate the various promulgated posi­
tions. In addition, most of the extensive literature on this topic relates 
in one way or another to the development of pathological conditions and 
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generally does not reflect the differences in coping style required in day 
to day living among more "normal" populations. 
As has been noted above, many researchers hold to the a priori assump­
tion that guilt follows moral transgression. It seems likely, then, that 
responses to transgressive stories may be analyzed in terms of specific 
defensive procedures utilized to mitigate or minimize this guilt. With 
this in mind, Arbnfreed (1960) reported on a study in which the responses 
of male college students to projective-type stories involving a transgres­
sive act were analyzed relative to defensive strategies. The author noted 
that defenses against guilt involve the distortion of a person's self-crit­
ical application of his standards and his own actions or impulses and found 
that three defenses were used most frequently in the story endings. These 
were displacement of blame, denial, and projection. Among these adult sub­
jects, the defense of denial was used only rarely, suggesting that it is 
the type of procedure that works least well with individual who are func­
tioning at a fairly high level of intellectual sophistication and where the 
complete distortion of reality is not ego-syntonic. 
This study by Aronfreed indicates that the method of arousing guilt 
through the use of morally transgressive stories is a viable one and 
appears to be a valuable methodological tool for the exploration of defen­
sive procedures developmentally. However, this avenue of investigation has 
virtually been ignored and remains very much an open issue, begging for 
further exploration. It is, therefore, one of the intents of the present 
investigation, using Aronfreed*s methodology, to begin an initial study of 
defensive operations among preadolescent children. 
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Methodology 
The purpose of the present study is to investigate personality and 
demographic correlates of moral transgression and psychological defense 
among preadolescent children. Three classes of children at the fourth-, 
fifth-, and sixth-grade levels were group-tested with the Bialer Locus of 
Control Questionnaire (Bialer, 1960) and a revised version of Âronfreed's 
(1961) Incomplete projective moral transgression stories. In addition, the 
children's teachers completed a revised version of the Devereux Elementary 
School Behavior Rating Scale (Splvack & Swift, 1967) for each child present 
during the class testing session. Demographic data, IQ, reading scores, 
and fourth-year academic grades were obtained from each participating 
child's cumulative record file. All of the class testing and record gath­
ering took place within the span of one month (February, 1974). 
Description of the Sample 
The subjects in this study were 192 Caucasian fourth-, fifth-, and 
sixth-grade students enrolled In the Boone Public Schools, Boone, Iowa. 
There were a total of 107 males (45 in the fourth grade, 36 in the fifth 
grade, 26 in the sixth grade) and 85 females (21 in the fourth grade, 27 in 
the fifth grade, 37 in the sixth grade). The age range for the total sam­
ple was from 9 years, 6 months to 14 years, 0 months, with a mean age of 
11 years, 1 month. The fourth graders ranged In age from 9 years, 6 months 
to 11 years, 5 months, with a mean age of 10 years, 1 month; the fifth 
graders ranged In age from 10 years, 6 months to 13 years, 0 months, with a 
mean age of 11 years, 1 month; the sixth graders ranged in age from 
11 years, 0 months to 14 years, 0 months, with a mean age of 12 years. 
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2 months. Socioeconomic status (SES) was derived for each child using 
Hollingshead and Redllch's (1958) Two Factor Index of Social Position. 
According to this stratification technique (the five categories ascend from 
high to low social class), 16 subjects fell into Category I, 17 subjects 
fell into Category II, 53 subjects fell into Category III, 97 into Category 
IV, and 9 subjects fell into Category V. Hius, most of the subjects in 
this study were classified as either lower- or middle-class in terms of 
socioeconomic level. 
An Intellectual measure (Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Test) also 
revealed a wide range of scores varying from dull normal (IQ 80-85) to 
superior (IQ above 125). The average IQ for the entire group was 106. 
All of the children in this study weire enrolled In regular classes and 
were exposed to a traditional elementary school curriculum. 
The nine teachers involved in this study were the regular classroom 
teachers (no substitutes) with a total of eight females and one male (at 
the sixth grade). At the time of testing, each teacher had at least five 
months prior contact with the children in his or her class. 
Description of Tes ting Devices 
Bialer-Cromwell Locus of Control Questionnaire 
This scale, designed for use with children, is utilized to measure the 
extent to which a given child characteristically construes both positive 
and negative event outcomes as being consequential to his own actions 
(i.e.. Internally controlled) rather than due to the whims and/or manipula­
tions of fate, chance, or other people (i.e., externally controlled). The 
children's locus of control scale (Appendix A) consists of 23 verbally 
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administered questions so worded that for 18 items a "Yes" answer and for 5 
items a "No" response are taken as indicating internal control (Gozali & 
Bialer, 1968). The questionnaire takes approximately 10-15 minutes to 
administer and yields a score that places any given child on a continuum 
ranging from high-internal to high-external control in orientation (Bialer, 
1960). 
In data (N = 89; CA range from 6 years, 3 months to 14 years, 3 months; 
MA range from 3 years, 10 months to 15 years, 9 months) derived during the 
standardization of the Locus of Control Scale (Bialer, 1960), correlations 
of item scores with total score (i.e., coefficients of item homogeneity) 
ranged from .23 to .64. Split-half reliability was .76, adjusted by the 
Spearman-Brown formula to .86. A study by Gozali and Bialer (1968) in 
which the reliability of the Bialer Locus of Control was reported (98 male, 
98 female retarded S^s) indicated that a test-retest (7-day interval) corre­
lation yielded an r of .84, while a reverse form of the same device tested 
independently yielded an r of .87. The standard form of the Bialer and its 
reverse form yielded a correlation of .67. 
Reliability testing of other locus of control instruments, such as the 
Rotter, have yielded test-retest correlations between .43 and .84 (Hersch & 
Scheibe, 1967). 
The Bialer appears to have good construct validity (r » -.42 with 
Children's Picture Test of Internal-External Control) as applied to grade 
school children (Battle & Rotter, 1963) and appears to be sufficiently 
independent of response set and social desirability to support its viabil­
ity. 
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Aronfreed's Story Completion Technique 
The story completion technique may be classified as a projective 
device in that the endings are left up to the subject with no explicit or 
set response yielding reinforcement that could be construed as correct. 
Each story beginning is roughly 100 words in length and relates, in 
simple language, an incident in which a child (the central figure) has 
become very angry with little or no justification by ordinary social stan­
dards. The child then commits an act of aggression of a kind generally 
socially prohibited but not uncommon among children. The aggression is 
directed against parents, a friendly neighbor, or a close companion. The 
stories vary in the overtness and directness of the aggressive response. 
For male ^s story protagonists are males and vice versa for females (Appen­
dix B). 
All of the stories attempt to convey that the child's action is not 
directly observed by others, so that externally oriented moral responses 
occurring in the story completions can be attributed to the subject's own 
perspective and not to the context of the story. Likewise, provocation of 
the aggression in each of the stories is absent or negligible so that there 
is no realistic support for holding others responsible for the actions of 
the central figure. 
The administration time for these stories is approximately 40-60 min­
utes . 
The story completions written by the S^s are analyzed by two trained 
raters for various responses to transgression occurring in the perception 
and behavior of the central figures, and these are taken to represent the 
subject's own strongest response tendencies (Aronfreed, 1961). 
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Adaptation of Aronfreed's Stories 
In place of the original 5 stories (one set for males, one set for 
females), an adapted version, in which the male and female names of the 
story protangonists were changed to names that have a more neutral gender 
identity, was developed for the present investigation (Appendix C). For 
example, the names Lee and Sandy replaced names such as Jimmy and Mary. 
Any question about gender asked by subjects could then be answered by a 
response indicating that they were to choose whatever gender they felt 
would best fit their story completions. In this way, any identification 
with the sex of the story characters was assumed to occur through a direct 
projection by each child, rather than through an identification imposed via 
the story structure. 
Revision of Scoring System for Aronfreed's Stories 
The scoring system utilized for moral responses was basically similar 
to the one outlined in Aronfreed's (1961, pp. 227-228) article with the 
exception that subcategories were telescoped for each major category and a 
category added for subjects responding in a fashion that directly or 
indirectly implied that he or she "got away with" the transgression. This 
adaptation, then, resulted in four categories which permitted distinctions 
to be made on the basis of whether or not the resolution of the transgres­
sion was oriented internally or externally (Appendix D). 
In addition, story endings also were classified as to the type of 
defense mechanisms used to resolve the transgression. The story endings 
were categorized using the definitions of defenses appearing in Aronfreed's 
(1960, p. 188) article on "Moral Standards." A category was included to 
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indicate that the S^'s resolution of the story was nondefensive. This, 
then, resulted in four categories in which all of the story endings could 
be classified (Appendix E). 
Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale 
The Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale (DESBRS) was 
specifically developed for use by elementary school teachers and is ori­
ented toward those overt behaviors which mitigate against successful school 
achievement. It is intended for use with children in grades K through 6 
and is typically administered by someone (usually a teacher) who has direct 
contact with the child in the classroom. 
The child is rated (using a Likert scale) on 47 different items in 
terms of the relative frequency with which the described behavior occurs. 
These individual ratings are then grouped into 11 different factors con­
taining three, four, or five items each and three additional separate 
items. No item occurs in more than one factor. An individual profile for 
each child is obtained, and the scores in the 14 factor areas are viewed as 
independent variables ranging along the continuum of the rating scale. 
Normative and reliability data for the DESBRS have been reported by 
Spivack and Swift (1967) in which the teachers of 809 children from 13 
elementary schools in a small city public school system served as subjects. 
After the initial ratings were completed on the original 809 ^ s, 126 ^ s 
were rated again by their teachers. Retesting was completed one week after 
the initial ratings. Test-retest correlations (i.e., reliabilities) for 
each of the factors ranged from .71 to .91, with a median coefficient of 
.87. The test-retest correlation for each item comprising the DESBRS also 
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was determined. The median correlation was .76, with a quartile range of 
.72 to .82, 
A thorough search of the literature indicated that the validity of the 
DES6RS has not been systematically tested, althougih the original report on 
this instrument (Spivack & Swift, 1966) suggests that the scale very ade­
quately discriminates between normal and abnormal childhood populations on 
those factors that tend to diminish successful school or academic achieve­
ment. 
Scale Adaptation for the Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale 
In this study, in place of the Lickert scale, a certainty scale 
(Wolins & Dickinson, 1973) ranging from 1-99 was used with the extremes 
signifying behavior not very typical of the child and behavior typical of 
the child, respectively. A score of 50 was included to signify an "I'm not 
sure" response (Appendix F). 
Training of Coders for the Classification of Moral 
A three-step training procedure was followed to assure proper classi­
fication and adequate intercoder reliability for the scoring of both moral 
responses and defense mechanisms. First, both coders jointly scored the 
moral responses of 100 randomly chosen story endings as a training exer­
cise, in order to ensure sufficient knowledge of the classification system. 
Adjustments in scores were made where necessary, and all differences were 
arbitrated. The second step involved the independent scoring of another 
100 randomly chosen story endings. In this way, two scores were obtained 
for each story ending (one from each coder). A table was then generated 
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for these 100 story endings indicating the scores of each coder for each 
story. The initial test of intercoder reliability indicated 88 percent 
agreement for all categories (Appendix G). After generating this table, 
both coders returned to the story endings in which disagreements were noted 
and arbitrated the score for the final tally. The third and final step 
involved the independent scoring of the remaining story endings by each 
coder. After all of these story endings were completed, the same procedure 
as outlined in Step 2 was followed. The coding of the remaining story end­
ings (760) resulted in an overall intercoder percentage of agreement of 91 
(Appendix G), which was similar to that quoted by Aronfreed (1961) and 
indicated that the classification system has the potential to be objec­
tively and consistently used. 
In using the above procedure, a final single score was obtained for 
each story ending for each subject; thus, a final category tally for each 
subject was obtained and punched on data cards along with the other data. 
The same procedure detailed above for moral responses was carried out 
in coding the story endings for defense mechanisms. The intercoder percent­
age of agreement for the defense mechanisms was 86 (Appendix G) and 88 
(Appendix G) for the second 100 story endings coded and the final 760 story 
endings, respectively. 
Procedure 
After obtaining the list of participating classes from the Superinten­
dent of Schools in Boone, a time was established for each testing session. 
Because of the heterogeneous nature of class membership in the Boone Public 
School system, classes involved in this study were essentially chosen on 
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the basis of teacher willingness to participate. Each of the nine classes 
was tested in one session, and each teacher left the room before testing 
began but not before briefly introducing the examiner. The class was 
tested as a group, and all students present on the day of testing were 
included. One trained examiner was present for all of the testing ses­
sions. Before the actual testing began, each group of children was told 
that they were going to be involved in a study to find out how kids like 
themselves really feel about certain things. After the completion of the 
introductory remarks (Appendix H) and the answering of any questions, the 
collection of data commenced. First, a demographic data sheet (Appendix 1) 
was handed out to be filled in by all S^s. Information was obtained on age, 
sex, fathers' occupation, and number of siblings. This information also 
was cross checked from school records. 
After completing the demographic cover sheet, all ^ s responded to the 
Locus of Control questionnaire, which was orally administered by the exam­
iner with an answer sheet (Appendix J) provided for each child. The demo­
graphic data sheets and the Locus of Control answer sheets were then col­
lected, and the booklet containing the incomplete stories was then given to 
each child. Each child individually read each of the five stories to be 
completed before the examiner orally reread each story in succession. In 
this way, each child read each story silently and then had the story 
repeated by the examiner in front of the entire group. At the completion 
of the examiner's reading, each child then finished the story in writing on 
the sheet provided. At this point, any questions pertaining to the stories 
were answered by the examiner by going to each child at his or her desk. 
When the five stories were completed, the booklets were picked up and the 
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session terminated. The examiner then thanked the children for their coop­
eration and help in the project. 
The entire testing time for each class involved in this study varied 
from one to one-and-a-half hours. 
Before leaving, the examiner gave the teacher of the class the appro­
priate number of copies of the Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating 
Scale with a cover sheet explaining the rating system (Appendix K). The 
behavior rating scales were then collected by the examiner the following 
week. (According to the policy established by the Superintendent of 
Schools in Boone, each teacher received 10 credit hours for in-service 
training for participating in this study.) 
During the following weeks, the cumulative school record card of each 
child participating in the study was pulled and his or her IQ (Kuhlmann-
Anderson), reading score (Stanford Achievement Test), and fourth-year 
grades (social studies, science, arithmetic, and language arts) were 
obtained. In addition, father's occupation and education levels were 
gleaned from the record cards, and each child's age was checked. 
The final step in the procedure involved transferring the coded data 
for the moral responses and defense mechanisms, as well as all other scores 
obtained, onto punch cards for statistical analysis. 
1 
Statistical Analysis'" 
A factor analysis was employed on the data from the Devereux Elemen­
tary School Behavior Rating Scale (DESBRS) In order to establish the extent 
^Dr. Leroy Wollns of the Iowa State University Statistical Laboratory 
served as statistical consultant for the present investigation. 
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to which obtained factors for the present investigation's sample were con­
gruent with those originally established by Spivack and Swift (1967). The 
factor analysis procedure utilized was the maximum likelihood method estab­
lished by Joreskog and van Thillo (1971). The rotation used in the program 
was Varimax (Kaiser, 1958). A lack of congruence with the original factors 
might be expected due to the fact that a different group of teachers and 
students were employed in this investigation, and response format varied 
from the original. Also, the correlation matrix was derived from the 
pooled-within teacher covariance matrix rather than from the total covari­
ance matrix. As a result, teacher differences in responding to children 
were either removed or averaged-over so that no factors occurred due to 
teachers. 
The results of the factor analysis on the DESBRS indicated a fairly 
clear grouping yielding 8 factors. Table 14 (Appendix L) shows the 47 
DESBRS items and their loadings on the 8 factors. Generally, factor load­
ings of .47 and above were included for interpretation in the factor 
tables, although on some factors the criterion for inclusion required fac­
tor loadings higher or lower than .47. Factor 1 (Behaviorally defiant -
negativistic) essentially deals with behaviors that are disruptive or 
obstreporous and which necessitate teacher imposition of control and struc­
ture. This factor is basically a conglomerate of original DESBRS Factor 1 
and Item 16 (from original Factor 3). The items loading highly on Factor 1 
are located in Table 1. 
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TABLE 1 
Items Loading Highly on Factor 1 (Behaviorally Defiant - Negativistic) 
DESBRS item Factor loading 
13 Annoys or interferes with classwork of peers .85* 
11 - Teacher needs to reprimand or control student 
' K  16 - Breaks classroom rules .72* 
30 - Quickly joins talking or noisemaking of others 
12 - Pokes, torments, or teases classmates .70 
17 - Interrupts when teacher is talking .65 
25 - Makes irrelevant remarks during classroom discussions .64 
14 - Tells stories which are exaggerated and untruthful .60 
15 - Gives irrelevant answers to questions .60 
1 - Starts working before getting directions straight .55 
36 - Sloppy in his or her work .52 
5 - Speaks disrespectfully to teacher .50 
44 - Unwilling to go back over work .49 
47 - Rushes through work and makes unnecessary mistakes .49 
9 - Belittles or makes derogatory remarks about subject 
matter .48 
^Item used to measure factor. 
Factor 2 (Dependent - Withdrawn) basically deals with the child's need 
for external structure in order to function in the academic setting. This 
factor is basically a conglomerate of original DESBRS Factor 8 and non-Fac­
tor Item 41. The items loading highly on Factor 2 are located in Table 2. 
Factor 3 (Need for closeness to teacher) taps the extent to which the 
child likes to be close to, seek out, and offer to do things for the 
teacher. This factor is essentially congruent with original DESBRS Factor 
11. The items loading highly on Factor 3 are located in Table 3. 
Factor 4 (Achievement anxiety) essentially deals with the outward dis­
play of disturbance (worry and upset) concerning the inability to meet the 
achievement demands of the teacher and/or school situation. This factor is 
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TABLE 2 
Items Loading Highly on Factor 2 (Dependent - Withdrawn) 
IXSBRS item Factor loading 
43 - Difficult to get attention of student .85* 
28 - Oblivious to what is going on in class .83* 
41 - Slow to complete work .73* 
20 - Does not pay attention to what is said or done .71* 
40 - Likely to quit difficult assignments .69 
32 - Unable to follow directions given in class .67 
27 - Unable to change tasks readily .64 
29 - Reliant on teacher for directions and procedures .60 
18 - Quickly loses attention when teacher explains something .59 
10 - Understands what is read or heard in class -.50 
37 - Knows material \^ en called upon -.47 
*Item used to measure factor. 
TABLE 3 
Items Loading Highly on Factor 3 (Need for Closeness to Teacher) 
DESBRS item Factor loading 
45 - Likes to be physically close to teacher .81* 
8 - Seeks out teacher for discussion .71* 
19 - Offers to do things for teacher .67* 
39 - Responsive or friendly to teacher in class .58* 
*Item used to measure factor. 
essentially congruent with original DESBRS Factor 5. The items loading 
highly on Factor 4 are located in Table 4. 
Factor 5 (Comprehension) deals with the child's ability to deal with 
the daily work demanded by the curriculum and teacher. This factor is 
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essentially congruent with original IffiSBRS Factor 7. The items loading 
highly on Factor 5 are located in Table 5. 
TABLE 4 
Items Loading Highly on Factor 4 (Achievement Anxiety) 
DESBRS item Factor loading 
31 - Outwardly nervous when tested .74* 
22 - Gets openly disturbed about test scores .72* 
23 - Worries about knowing the "rigjit" answers .68* 
33 - Sensitive to criticism about school work .46* 
*Item used to measure factor. 
TABLE 5 
Items Loading Highly on Factor 5 (Conq>rehension) 
DESBRS item Factor loading 
35 - Able to apply what has been learned .66* 
10 - Understands what is read or heard in class .63* 
37 - Knows material when called upon .51* 
*Item used to measure factor. 
Factor 6 (Verbal disrespect - defiance) taps the extent to which the 
child openly disrespects school or teacher as well as blaming external cir 
cumstances as a source of his or her difficulties. This factor is basi­
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cally a conglomerate of original DESBRS Factors 3 and 4. The items loading 
highly on Factor 6 are located in Table 6. 
TABLE 6 
Items Loading Highly on Factor 6 (Verbal Disrespect - Defiance) 
DESBRS item Factor loading 
7 - Acts defiant; won't do what is asked .73^  
25 - Complains teacher doesn't call on student .69 
9 - Belittles or makes derogatory remarks about subject  ^
matter .68^  
34 - Blames teacher when things don't go well .68^  
2 - Says the teacher doesn't help enough .67^  
38 - Quick to say work given is too hard .65^  
5 - Speaks disrespectfully to teacher .62 
33 - Sensitive to criticism about schoolwork .51 
*Item used to measure factor. 
Factor 7 (Irrelevant responsiveness) taps the extent to which the 
child's verbal responses in class are irrelevant, intrusive, and/or exag­
gerated or untruthful. This factor is essentially congruent with original 
DESBRS Factor 9. The items loading highly on Factor 7 are located in 
Table 7. 
Factor 8 (Creative initiative) deals with the child's exhibition of 
active, personal, and positive involvement in the classroom learning situa­
tion. This factor is essentially congruent with original DESBRS Factor 10. 
The items loading highly on Factor 8 are located in Table 8. 
After the factor analysis was completed and in order to test the major 
and ancillary hypotheses, the 8 factors derived from the factor analysis of 
the DESBRS, as well as all of the other variables in this study, were inter-
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correlated and Pearson Product Moment correlations obtained. For the 
hypotheses being tested (N » 192, df = 182), a correlation of .15 is sig­
nificant at the .05 level, and a correlation of .19 is significant at the 
.01 level. 
TABLE 7 
Items Loading Highly on Factor 7 (Irrelevant Responsiveness) 
DESBRS item Factor loading 
15 - Gives irrelevant answers to questions .55^  
14 - Tells exaggerated stories .40* 
26 - Makes irrelevant remarks during classroom discussions .39* 
17 - Interrupts when teacher is talking .23* 
*Item used to measure factor. 
TABLE 8 
Items Loading Highly on Factor 8 (Creative Initiative) 
DESBRS item Factor loading 
6 - Initiates classroom discussion .79* 
21 - Introduces personal experiences that relate to class-  ^
room topics .75 
4 - Tells stories that are interesting and colorful .68* 
3 - Brings things to class .65* 
*Item used to measure factor. 
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Results 
The overall results (25 X 25 Intercorrelational matrix) of this inves­
tigation, in which all of the Pearson Product Moment Correlations are 
located, may be found in Table 15 (Appendix M). In order to facilitate the 
presentation of the major and ancillary findings of this study, each 
hypothesis is presented separately with the appropriate table detailing the 
specific relevant correlations. All correlations reflect within classroom 
variability, and it is, therefore, important to note that age in this con­
text cannot be interpreted as reflecting maturation. 
Major Findings 
The first major hypothesis states that no significant relationship 
exists between the independent variables [S^ s' demographic, academic-cogni­
tive, locus of control, and Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating 
Scale (DESBRS) factor scores] and the Indices derived from ^ s' responses to 
moral transgressions. This null hypothesis is rejected, as is indicated by 
the correlations presented in Table 9. 
It may be seen from Table 9 that for Moral Response 0 (self-criticism), 
the academic-cognitive variables of IQ (r = .19, p<.05); Reading Grade 
(r = .22, PC.01); and Fourth Grade School Index (r = .20, p<.01) all 
reached significance. In addition. Locus of Control (r = .17, p<.05) and 
DESBRS Factor 1 (r = -.17, p<.05); DESBRS Factor 2 (r » -.20, p<.01); 
DESBRS Factor 5 (r = .17, p<.05); and DESBRS Factor 7 (r = -.18, p<.05) all 
reached significance. Inspection of these results also indicates that a 
similar pattern of significance emerged for Moral Response 3 (the "gets 
away with it" response). Again, the academic-cognitive variables all 
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TABLE 9 
Correlations between Moral Responses and Demographic, Academic-Cognitive, 
Locus of Control, and DESBRS Factor Scores* (N = 192, df = 182) 
MR^  MRg MR3 
Sex -07 05 -08 10 
Age -05 -03 -02 15* 
Father's Occupation -08 02 02 10 
Father's Education -13 08 06 05 
Socioeconomic Status -10 04 02 09 
IQ 19* -05 -04 -22** 
Reading Grade 22** -09 03 -27** 
Fourth Grade School Index 20** -03 -01 -32** 
Locus of Control 17* -10 -06 -09 
DESBRS Factor 1^  -17* 09 00 15* 
DESBRS Factor 2 -20** 00 01 35** 
DESBRS Factor 3 07 -01 -11 -02 
DESBRS Factor 4 -12 02 05 12 
DESBRS Factor 5 17* 03 -03 -33** 
DESBRS Factor 6 -09 04 07 04 
DESBRS Factor 7 -18* 12 -03 15* 
DESBRS Factor 8 13 -01 -02 -21** 
D^ecimals omitted. 
M^Rg » Self-criticism; MR^  = External resolution; MR2 = External ini-
tlation and performance; MR, = "Gets away with it." 
D^ESBRS Factor 1 * Behaviorally defiant-negativistic; DESBRS Factor 2 
= Dependent-withdrawn; DESBRS Factor 3 = Need for closeness to teacher; 
DESBRS Factor 4 = Achievement anxiety; DESBRS Factor 5 = Comprehension; 
DESBRS Factor 6 * Verbal disrespect-defiance; DESBRS Factor 7 - Irrelevant 
responsiveness; KSBRS Factor 8 = Creative initiative. 
*p<.05; **p<.01. This footnote applies to Tables 10-13. 
emerged significant but negatively correlated with the dependent variable: 
IQ (r = -.22, p<.01); Reading Grade (r = -.27, p<.01); and Fourth Grade 
School Index (r * -.32, p<.01). Five DESBRS Factors also reached signifi­
cance; DESBRS Factor 1 (r « .15, p<.05); DESBRS Factor 2 (r = .35, p<. 01); 
DESBRS Factor 5 (r = -.33, p<.01); lESBRS Factor 7 (r * .15, p<.05); and 
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DESBRS Factor 8 (r •= -.21, p<.01). Moral Response 3 also correlated sig­
nificantly with Age (r » .15, p<.05). Moral Response 1 (External resolu­
tion) and Moral Response 2 (Externally oriented initiation and performance) 
failed to significantly correlate with any of the independent variables. 
These findings indicate that the brighter, academically talented pre-
adolescents in this study tended to use self-critical outcomes for moral 
transgression stories and tended not to use "gets away with it" responses. 
Likewise, children who were more internal (Locus of Control) tended to use 
self-critical outcomes, rather than externally oriented Moral Response 1 
(External resolution) or Moral Response 2 (Externally oriented initiation 
and performance). Finally, children who experienced school difficulties 
such as being negativistic (DESBRS Factor 1), dependent-withdrawn (DESBRS 
Factor 2), and verbally defiant (DESBRS Factor 6) tended to use "gets away 
with it" moral responses and not self-critical responses. 
The second major null hypothesis states that no significant relation­
ship exists between the independent variables (S^ s* demographic, academic-
cognitive, locus of control, and DESBRS Factor scores) and the Indices cf 
S^ s ' defenses against guilt- This hypothesis is also rejected, as the cor­
relations presented in Table 10 indicate. 
An examination of Table 10 reveals that for MQ (Denial), significant 
negative correlations were obtained with the academic-cognitive variables 
of Reading Grade (r • -.21, pc.Ol) and Fourth Grade School Index (r = -.20, 
p<.01). The IQ variable failed to reach significance but was in the same 
direction. Three DESBRS Factors were significantly correlated with EMq. 
These were: DESBRS Factor 2 (r * .20, p<.01); ISSBRS Factor 5 (r = -.15, 
p<.05); and DESBRS Factor 8 (r » -.16, p<.05). 
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TABLE 10 
Correlations between Defense Mechanisms and Demographic, Academic-Cognitive, 
Locus of Control and 1£SBRS Factor Scores* (N = 192, df = 182) 
DM^  DMg DM3 
Sex 09 -03 -03 -04 
Age 11 -06 -11 01 
Father's Occupation -04 -14 -05 14 
Father's Education -06 -09 -11 15* 
Socioeconomic Status -05 -13 -07 16* 
IQ -12 18* 05 -05 
Reading Grade -21** 27** 13 -08 
Fourth Grade School Index -20** 18* 15* -03 
Locus of Control 02 03 -06 -01 
DESBRS Factor 1^  17 02 -15* -08 
DESBRS Factor 2 20** -11 -15* -02 
DESBRS Factor 3 -11 -03 19* 03 
DESBRS Factor 4 13 02 -11 -07 
DESBRS Factor 5 -15* 18* 19* -09 
DESBRS Factor 6 12 -04 -09 -02 
DESBRS Factor 7 13 -04 -13 -02 
DESBRS Factor 8 -16* 10 17* -02 
D^ecimals omitted. 
* Denial; = Projection/displacement; IXlg = Rationalization; 
= No defense. 
D^ESBRS Factor 1 = Behaviorally defiant-negativistic; IKSBRS Factor 2 
= Dependent-withdrawn; DESBRS Factor 3 * Need for closeness to teacher; 
DESBRS Factor 4 > Achievement anxiety; lESBRS Factor 5 = Comprehension; 
DESBRS Factor 6 * Verbal disrespect-defiance; DESBRS Factor 7 " Irrelevant 
responsiveness; DESBRS Factor 8 = Creative initiative. 
(Projection/Displacement) correlated significantly with all three 
academic-cognitive variables: IQ (r » .18, p<.05); Reading Grade (r = .27, 
p<.01); and Fourth Grade School Index (r « .18, p<.05). In addition, 
and DESBRS Factor 5 were significantly correlated (r = .18, p<.05). 
MI2 (Rationalization) correlated significantly with Fourth Grade 
School Index (r = .15, p<.05) and five DESBRS Factors: Factor 1 (r = -.15, 
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p<.05); Factor 2 (r = -.15, p<.05); Factor 3 (r = .19, p<.05); Factor 5 
(r = .19, p<.05); and Factor 8 (r = .17, p<.05). 
(No defense) failed to reach significance except for two social 
class indicators. These were Father's Education (r = .15, p<.05) and 
Socioeconomic Status (r = .16, p<.05). 
These findings indicate that the brighter, academically talented pre-
adolescents in this study tended to use projection/displacement as a 
defense in moral transgression situations rather than denial, which tended 
to be used by less academically talented children. In a similar fashion, 
higher status children (i.e.. Father's Education, Socioeconomic Status) 
tended to react relatively more nondefensively than did their lower status 
counterparts. In addition, the children in this study who exhibited act­
ing-out school difficulties (i.e., negativism, defiance) tended to use 
rationalization as a defense, whereas withdrawn and dependent children 
tended to use denial. Finally, children adept at classroom creativity and 
comprehension indicated a tendency to use rationalization as a defense, 
while those who experienced difficulty in these areas tended to use denial. 
In the overall sense, academic achievement seems to be the primary 
operative factor in the utilization of particular defenses. %e better the 
child reads and the better his grades, the more the tendency to use complex 
defensive manipulations in order to deal with the content of the moral 
transgression stories. IQ scores also correlated with the type of defense 
but somewhat lower than did the achievement measures. 
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Ancillary Findings 
The first ancillary hypothesis states that no significant relationship 
exists between ^ s ' locus of control score and ^ s ' demographic and academic-
cognitive characteristics. This null hypothesis is rejected. The relevant 
correlations for this hypothesis are presented in Table 11. 
TABLE 11 
Correlations between Locus of Control and Demographic and Academic-
Cognitive Characteristics^  (N = 192, df = 182) 
Locus of control 
Sex 01 
Age -04 
Father's Occupation -17* 
Father's Education -16* 
Socioeconomic Status -18* 
IQ 14 
Reading Grade 23** 
Fourth Grade School Index 22** 
^Decimals omitted. 
As can be seen from this table. Locus of Control correlated signifi­
cantly with the socioeconomic indicators: Father's Occupation (r = -.17, 
p<.05); Father's Education (r = -.16, p<.05); and Socioeconomic Status 
(r = -.18, p<-05). Two of the academic-cognitive variables also reached 
significance. "Riese were: Reading Grade (r = .23, p<.01) and Fourth Grade 
School Index (r = .22, p<.01). IQ just failed to reach significance (r = 
.14, f>,05) and was in the same direction. Both Sex and Age failed to 
reach significance. 
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It is pointed out that the overall mean locus of control score was 
15.4 with a 2.8 standard deviation. This overall mean indicates that the 
subjects in this study were located directionally toward internal locus of 
control. 
In general, the results tend to indicate that the brighter, higher-
status subjects in this study tended to have higher locus of control scores 
and were, therefore, more internal in their orientation. In this study. 
Age and Sex seemed to make little difference in locus of control orienta­
tion. 
The second ancillary hypothesis in this study states that no signifi­
cant relationship exists between S^ s' DES6RS Factor scores and ^ s ' demo­
graphic, academic-cognitive, and locus of control characteristics. An 
examination of Table 12 indicates that this hypothesis is rejected. 
The following paragraphs detail the DESBRS Factors and their signifi­
cant correlations; IXSBRS Factor 1 (Behaviorally defiant-Negativistic) and 
Sex (r = .25, p<.01); IQ (r « -.16, p<.05); Reading Grade (r = -.17, 
p<.05); Fourth Grade School Index (r = -.27, p<.01); and Locus of Control 
(r = .16, PC.05). 
DESBRS Factor 2 (Dependent-Withdrawn) and Age (r = .29, p<.01); 
Father's Occupatlon(r = .23, p<.01); Father's Education (r = .21, p<.01); 
Socioeconomic Status (r * .24, p<.01); Reading Grade (r = -.52, pc.Ol); and 
Fourth Grade School Index (r = -.59, p<.01). 
DESBRS Factor 3 (Need for closeness to teacher) correlated signifi­
cantly, but negatively, with only two independent variables. These were 
Sex (r = '.25, p<.01) and Age (r » -.16, p<.05). 
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TABLE 12 
Correlations between I£SBRS Factors and Demographic, Academic-Cognitive, 
and Locus of Control Characteristics* (N = 192, df = 182) 
DESBRS DESBRS DESBRS DESBRS DESBRS DESBRS DESBRS DESBRS 
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Sex 25** 07 -25** 12 -03 -07 05 04 
Age 01 29** -16* 08 -28** 00 -02 -30** 
Father's 
Occupation 
Father's 
04 23** -02 07 -36** -12 09 -31** 
Education 09 21** -04 04 -27** -07 06 -28** 
Socio­
economic 
Status 07 24** -02 07 -36** -11 10 -32** 
IQ -16* -49** 10 -08 54** -11 -25** 44** 
Reading 
Grade -17* -52** 11 -19* 65** -14 -26** 49** 
Fourth 
Grade 
School 
Index -27** -59** -03 -25** 66** -07 -33** 47** 
Locus of 
Control 1;, -10 -04 02 16* 04 04 24** 
DcCXwcils Omitted* 
D^ESBRS Factor 1 * Behaviorally defiant-negativistic; DESBRS Factor 2 
= Dependent-withdrawn; DESBRS Factor 3 = Need for closeness to teacher; 
DESBRS Factor 4 » Achievement anxiety; DESbRS Factor 5 = Comprehension; 
DESBRS Factor 6 = Verbal disrespect-defiance; DESBRS Factor 7 = Irrelevant 
responsiveness; DESBRS Factor 8 > Creative initiative. 
DESBRS Factor 4 (Achievement anxiety) correlated significantly, but 
negatively, with Reading Grade (r • -.19, p<.05) and Fourth Grade School 
Index (r = -.25, p<.01). 
DESBRS Factor 5 (Comprehension) correlated significantly with all of 
the variables except Sex. These were; Age (r = -.28, p<.01); Father's 
Occupation (r = -.36, p<.01); Father's Education (r = -.27, p<.01); Socio­
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economic Status (r = -.36, p<.01); IQ (r = .54, p<.01); Reading Grade (r = 
.65, p<.01); Fourth Grade School Index (r = .66, p<.01); and Locus of Con­
trol (r = .16, p<.05). 
DESBRS Factor 6 (Verbal disrespect-Defiance) failed to reach signifi­
cance with any of the variables. 
DESBRS Factor 7 (Irrelevant responsiveness) significantly correlated 
with the academic-cognitive variables and no others. These were: IQ (r = 
-.25, p<.01); Reading Grade (r = -.26, p<.01); and Fourth Grade School 
Index (r = -.33, p<.01). 
DESBRS Factor 8 (Creative initiative) essentially parallels the sig­
nificance pattern of Factor 5, except that these correlations are somewhat 
less powerful. As occurred in Factor 5, Factor 8 failed to reach signifi­
cance with only the Sex variable. The significant correlations were with: 
Age (r = -.30, p<.01); Father's Occupation (r « -.31, p<.01); Father's Edu­
cation (r = -.28, PC.01); Socioeconomic Status (r » -.32, p<.01); IQ (r = 
.44, PC.01); Reading Grade (r » .49, p<.01); Fourth Grade School Index (r = 
.47, p<.01); and Locus of Control (r • .24, p<.01). 
In relation to the population tested, these results tended to indicate 
that in the classroom: 1) boys were more behaviorally negativistic and 
girls more inclined to seek out and desire the closeness of the teacher; 
2) older children were more dependent and withdrawn while younger children 
were more creative and capable of dealing with classroom activities; 
3) high status children were outgoing, creative, and capable of dealing 
with classroom activities; 4) brighter, academically adept children were 
outgoing and creative while the less cognitively sophisticated children 
were withdrawn and verbally irrelevant in the classroom, and 5) internally 
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oriented (Locus of Control) children were more creative and also tended to 
be somewhat more behaviorally defiant. 
In general, achievement functioning was the best predictor of perform­
ance on the DESBEIS. 
The final hypothesis tested in this study states that no significant 
relationship exists between the indices of Ss' responses to moral trans­
gression and the indices of Ss' defenses against guilt. This hypothesis is 
rejected as is indicated by the correlations presented in Table 13. 
TABLE 13 
Correlations between Defense Mechanisms and Moral 
Responses'^  (N = 192, df = 182) 
DM^  DMg DM3 
MRfl' -23** -21** 10 28** 
MR^  -04 06 -06 01 
MRg 05 20** -01 -17* 
MRg 42** 10 -05 -36** 
D^ecimals omitted. 
= Denial; DM^  = Projection/displacement; DM^  = Rationalization; 
DMj = No defense. 
M^Rg = Self-criticism; MR^  « External resolution; MR2 = External ini­
tiation and performance; MR^  • "Gets away with it." 
All total, 16 correlations are presented in Table 13, 7 of which 
reached significance. These are EMQ and MRQ (r = -.23, p<.01); DMQ and MR^  
(r = .42, PC.01); and MRQ (r = -.21, p<.01); and MR^  (r = -.20, 
p<.01); EM^  and MRq (r = .28, p<.01); and MRg (r - -.17, p<.05); and 
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and MR^  (r = -.36, p<.01). No significant correlations occurred 
between and any of the moral responses. 
These results indicate that 1) children who tended to use denial as a 
defense also tended to use moral responses of the "gets away with it" vari­
ety and tended not to use self-critical moral responses; 2) children who 
tended to use projection/displacement as a defense also tended to use the 
external initiation and performance moral response but not the self-criti-
cal moral response, and 3) children who were nondefensive tended to use 
self-critical moral responses but not external initiation and performance 
or "gets away with it" moral responses. 
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Discussion 
Moral Response to Moral Transgression 
The first major hypothesis in this study dealt with the relationship 
between type of moral response to transgressive acts and Ss' demographic, 
academic-cognitive, locus of control, and classroom behavior factors. The 
results indicated that the brighter, academically talented preadolescents 
in this study tended to use self-critical outcomes for moral transgression 
stories and tended not to use "gets away with it" responses. This finding 
generally conforms to the literature (Boehm, 1962; Hoffman, 1970; Nelson, 
Grinder, & Challas, 1968) which has consistently noted that intellectu­
ally gifted children tend to be advanced in terms rf moral development or 
reach a high level of moral sophistication before their less gifted peers. 
Piaget (1932) and Kohlberg (1963) have both suggested that moral develop­
ment parallels cognitive development, and, therefore, brighter children 
show more evidence of moral sophistication. In a very real sense, they 
socialize and conform more readily to expectations and nsre quickly learn 
to identify with the desired end product. However, it also is quite pos­
sible that in the morally transgressive situations presented to the chil­
dren in this study, the brighter children were generally more capable of 
perceiving the "acceptable" mode of response (i.e., self-criticism) and, 
therefore, created story endings that were consonant with their expecta­
tions. 
It also was found in the present study that children who were more 
internally oriented (Locus of Control) tended to use self-critical moral 
responses rather than externally oriented moral responses. Adams-Webber 
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(1969) found this same result among adult subjects and has suggested that 
individuals with an internal orientation generally experience guilt follow­
ing moral transgression and seek to eliminate the uncomfortable emotions 
engendered by making reparations or by offering apology. Thus, those indi­
viduals with internal orientation, whether children or adults, tend to 
react similarly in the context of a morally transgressive act. Generally, 
the literature on locus of control (Phares et al., 1968; Rotter, 1966) indi­
cates that internally oriented individuals are self-confident and better at 
assessing behaviors and consequences and, therefore, better able to judge 
and react to situations without adult supervision or pressure. 
On the other hand, children who were judged by their teachers to be 
negativistic, dependent-withdrawn, and verbally defiant in the classroom 
tended to use "gets away with it" moral responses rather than self-critical 
moral responses. This result suggests that children who do experience 
classroom deportment difficulties either have difficulty understanding 
right from wrong in the conventional sense or cannot or will not ameliorate 
a transgressive situation if some authority or supervisory agent is absent. 
Since these children have difficulty conforming in school, it seems 
entirely predictable that they could have the same kind of difficulty con­
forming to the general moral situations presented in the transgression sto­
ries. One would assume, then, that actual (i.e., real life) behaviors in 
moral situations might follow the pattern seen in these results. It is not 
unusual for school problems to be associated with problems outside the aca­
demic setting, although the relationship is not strictly linear. 
Age significantly correlated with only one type of Moral Response, the 
"gets away with it" response. Many investigators (Morris, 1958; Johnson, 
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1962; Boehm & Nass, 1962) have found that increasing age correlates with 
increasing moral judgment. Other investigators (MacRae, 1954; Durkin, 
1959a,b; Bronfenbrenner, 1962) did not find age differences, and Aronfreed 
(1961), in his study using moral transgression stories, did not investigate 
age differences. In the present study, age correlated only with the most 
nonsocialized type of response. "Riis suggests that the older children 
(many of whom were grade holdovers and poor achievers) are somewhat at odds 
with prevailing social norms and, generally, may be in conflict with 
society. This conflict may be due to a lack of firmly established ego con­
trols, poor understanding of social expectations, an inability to identify 
with values or codes they may have had little contact with, or, perhaps, a 
generally rebellious attitude. The correlation obtained (r = .15) just 
reached significance, however, and the need for further investigation 
appears to be warranted, especially in light of previous ambivalent and/or 
contradictory findings. 
Sex and the socioeconomic indicators (i.e.. Father's Education, 
Father's Occupation, and Socioeconomic Status) failed to correlate signifi­
cantly with any of the Moral Responses. This finding is interesting in 
that Aronfreed (1961) did find that middle-class children in general, and 
females specifically, use more self-criticism than lower-class children and 
boys. In the analysis of these social class differences, Aronfreed empha­
sized the pervasive elements of social reinforcement that occur relative to 
one's position in the power hierarchy existing in a society. Thus, he 
theorized, the lower class is essentially in conflict with the power struc­
ture, and the middle class in consonance with and in support of it. Due to 
this social class dichotomy, Aronfreed suggested that lower-class children. 
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through familial and societal reinforcement patterns, learn to be dependent 
on external sources in making moral judgments, v^ ile middle-class children 
learn to be independent and self-reliant. If this line of reasoning is 
correct, as Boehm (1962), Kohlberg (1963), and Kohn (1963) also have sug­
gested (where urban populations were used in the sample), then the most 
logical conclusion to draw from the present investigation's results (which 
used a semi-rural population) regarding social class and sex is that social 
patterning in the community tested is not predominantly influenced by class 
differences or sex differences as it affects child socialization. Since 
housing patterns (i.e., where one lives), school attendance, student class­
room inclusion, and social integration and intermingling tend to be more 
fluid outside urban areas, it seems highly likely that the social forces 
impinging on the students tested in this study are more homogeneous than in 
the other studies cited. Therefore, the possibility exists that within the 
community utilized in this study, sex and social class differences are 
minimized in the general socialization process and are consequently not 
reflected in moral response to transgressive acts. 
In general, the results from the subjects in the present investigation 
suggest that the parameters of moral development may be fairly well estab­
lished by preadolescence and that two distinctive, although not exclusive, 
patterns exist (i.e.. the high level self-critical moral response and the 
nonsocialized "gets away with it" type response). However, it must be kept 
in mind that little is known in relation to the longitudinal aspects of 
moral development, and recent, as well as historic, events indicate that 
appearances of strong and mature moral conviction are often deceiving. If 
moral turpitude is seen as a form of aggression, in the sense that it does 
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an injustice to those who put their faith in a set of values, then we must 
be aware that somewhere along the developmental path the socialization 
process may go awry or that our social institutions may inherently support 
a type of corruption that inevitably leads to an ever widening circle of 
dissolution and disorganization. 
Defenses against Guilt and Moral Transgression 
The second major hypothesis in this study dealt with the utilization 
of defense mechanisms against guilt following a morally transgressive act. 
It was found that the brighter, academically adept children tended to use 
complex defenses such as projection/displacement and rationalization, while 
children who exhibited a tendency to be dependent and withdrawn used the 
less complex defense of denial. In general, academic achievement was the 
most significant factor in relation to the defense utilized. IQ played a 
role but in a less powerful fashion. Two social status indicators cor­
related significantly but only with the no-defense outcome. 
If we look at each defense, it becomes clear that these results fit 
into a pattern. Denial as a defense is considered the most unsophisticated 
of psychological defense mechanisms, since it requires little cognitive 
(what Freud called secondary process) manipulation and appears early in 
life (Freud, 1946). Denial tends to be an automatic defense, requiring a 
blocking or forgetting of reality rather than a restructuring of it. Pro­
jection/displacement and rationalization, on the other hand, necessitate 
verbal and cognitive manipulations that attempt to restructure reality and, 
therefore, require a good deal of activity if the defense is going to work 
(i.e., decrease anxiety). It should be understood that the term defense 
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in this context is not synonymous with psychopathology. Rather, defense 
implies a general phenomenon whereby the individual protects himself from 
the daily stresses of everyday life. It is only when there is consistent 
and overwhelming reality distortion that defense mechanisms serve a patho­
logical purpose. 
In view of the more complex cognitive processes involved in projection/ 
displacement, it was not surprising to find, in this study, that brighter 
children tended to use their cognitive abilities in defending against 
guilt, specifically by developing intricate reasons and excuses for trans­
forming reality. Less intellectually sophisticated children may, perhaps, 
be unable to develop such techniques for coping with reality and, there­
fore, rely upon denial, which does not require them to manifest more and 
more complex schemes. If you believe that you haven't heard or seen any 
evil, then you are not put into the position of being the "bad guy." It 
is, of course, possible that children who use denial as a defense do not 
experience much guilt. This may be a result of learning or a general pre­
disposition to ward off the world v^ ich may be perceived as too threatening 
or potentially harmful. Goldwasser and Goldwasser (1963) also have sug­
gested that the experience of guilt is culturally conditioned which might 
account for brighter, achieving children to experience more guilt and 
engage in more elaborate defenses after transgressing norms in a setting 
that has been rewarding to them. Those who have not received the rewards 
would seem to have little motivation for engaging in behaviors that would 
reinforce the feeling that responsibility for behavior lies with the indi­
vidual. Having received the rewards offered in a culture would certainly 
seem to lessen one's conflict with its demands and requirements. 
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Higher social status was found to correlate significantly with no 
defense. The no defense type of response assumes that the individual "owns 
up" to the transgression and accepts the responsibility for the act. A 
nondefensive posture suggests that the individual is secure and confident 
in his belief that taking responsibility for his behavior will not yield 
devastating punishment and may actually be rewarded by those who have the 
power to reinforce. A nondefensive posture may actually be self-rewarding 
in the sense that it allows the child to develop a clear picture of his 
abilities and limitations based on actual resources. "Riis "being in touch 
with yourself" ideal is often associated with a middle-class value orienta­
tion, and the results of the present study give some evidence that such 
social class indicators as father's educational level and socioeconomic 
status play a role in shaping the child's perception of just how far one 
can go in avoiding the responsibility for and consequences of an act, par­
ticularly if it is transgressive in nature. 
There has been very little research conducted in the area of defense 
mechanisms, and the analysis presented in this discussion should not be 
taken to imply that defensive operations follow an all or nothing law. 
Most probably, all types of defenses are utilized by individuals throughout 
life, but certainly a few, or perhaps even a single defensive strategy, 
comes to be relied upon consistently and idiosyncratically. Apparently, a 
major factor in the development of the dynamic phenomenon (i.e., defensive 
procedures) discussed in this section appears to be the kind of success 
one's cognitive structures allow for in the real world. 
Freud (1946), using the psychoanalytic model, and Aronfreed (1960), 
using a social-learning model, have both noted that adults rarely rely upon 
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denial as a preferred mode of coping with stress manifested by guilt or 
anxiety. They postulate that this is due to the fact that adults can­
not generally obviate guilt and must, therefore, rely upon more socially 
and cognitively appropriate defenses. Perhaps this suggests that children 
are permitted a little more leeway in denying reality than adults, and as 
one advances through developmental and chronological periods, this kind of 
defensive stance receives less toleration. Whatever the pressures exerted, 
a reorientation seems to be required in the direction of restructuring 
reality and consequently the predominant use of rationalization and projec­
tion during adulthood. 
Locus of Control 
The results of the present study indicated that brighter, academically 
adept, and higher status children tended to have higher locus of control 
scores and were, therefore, more internal in their orientation. Age and 
sex appeared to make little difference in locus of control orientation. 
These findings, as they relate to the locus of control variable, are 
in substantial agreement with the existing literature in the field. 
The variable of Age did not correlate significantly with the locus of 
control measure, although a number of investigators (Beebe, 1970; Rotter, 
1966; Penk, 1969) have found that as age increases, so does the measure of 
locus of control in the direction of internality. The underlying assump­
tion (Phares, 1965) for the increase in internality with age is that as the 
child grows older, more direct responsibility is afforded for actions, and, 
therefore, the individual obtains more direct control of the reinforcements 
relative to his behavior. A possible explanation for the discrepant find­
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ing relating to age in this study may be due to the within class variabil­
ity existing in the classes tested. Many of the older children in all of 
these classes, at each grade level, were grade holdovers and generally 
experienced difficulty in school. Since general cognitive ability contrib­
utes to locus of control orientation (Penk, 1969; Lefcourt, 1966; Bialer, 
1961), it would seem that the expected age differences were cancelled out 
or nullified by the poorer showing of older children on the academic-cogni­
tive measures. 
Hie Sex and Locus of Control variables also proved to be nonsignifi-
cantly correlated in this study. The literature examining these two vari­
ables tend to be conflictual. Aronfreed (1961) found girls to be generally 
more external than boys; Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall (1965), on the 
other hand, found girls more internal, and Beebe (1970) found no sex dif­
ferences, as did Battle and Rotter (1963). As many investigators 
(MacDonald, 1971; Allen, 1971; Aronfreed, 1961) have noted, locus of con­
trol appears to be an index of personality greatly influenced by intra-
familiai social conditioning and patterning. The population tested in this 
study may be under the influence of child rearing processes that are more 
uniform sex wise and, consequently, do not show some of the moral and locus 
of control differences obtained and reported in the literature. 
The overall results, however, do point up substantial agreement with 
the locus of control literature and indicate that the population tested did 
not vary greatly from expectation. 
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Correlates of Classroom Behavior Factors 
The Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale (DESBRS) has not 
been utilized a great deal in research, and thus there is little informa­
tion on the nonclinical aspects of the behaviors rated. However, Spivack 
and Swift (1967) designed the scale to tap achievement related behaviors, 
and it was included in the present study because the range of its items and 
its factors yield a rather general but inclusive picture of daily classroom 
activity over a broad range of behaviors. 
Among the findings in the present investigation, most were predictable 
and would likely be found within most elementary school settings. These 
were that: 1) boys were more behaviorally negativistic and girls more 
inclined to seek out and desire the closeness of the teacher; 2) the higher 
the social status, the better overall school functioning (e.g., comprehen­
sion, creativity, ability to handle classroom activities); 3) brighter, 
academically competent children were outgoing and creative, while less cog-
nitively sophisticated children were withdrawn and verbally irrelevant; and 
4) internally oriented (Locus of Control) children were more creative. All 
of these findings parallel those obtained by Spivack and Swift (1967) 
despite the fact that in the present study there were scale adaptations 
that changed the rating format considerably. 
Two findings of the present study do require some further elaboration. 
The first deals with the fact that older children were more dependent and 
withdrawn and generally less creative and capable of dealing with everyday 
classroom activities than their younger counterparts. The expectation, of 
course, is that as children advance in age (as well as grade), they develop 
in terms of ego facilities and generally have an easier time of fitting 
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into the school environment. Here again, the most parsimonious explanation 
for the contrary result in this study lies with the nature of class charac­
teristics existing in the population tested. Classes were comprised heter­
ogeneous ly of grade holdovers, age appropriate, and excelled students. 
Because the older children in these classes were typically underachievers 
or characteristically poor academic performers, they would tend to be 
scored higher on those scale items measuring classroom withdrawal (e . g . ,  
loses attention, difficult to reach) and classroom dependency (e.g., reli­
ance on others, follows the lead of others). The younger children in each 
class (i.e., the age appropriate students), then, would be seen by their 
teachers as more academically capable and generally more creative, since 
the rating guide cautions teachers to rate each child in terms of general 
class characteristics. Thus, classroom inclusion patterns existing in the 
population would tend to be a major factor in the way a given teacher per­
ceives any individual student. 
The second finding in the present study, contrary to expectation, 
deals with the result indicating that internally oriented (Locus of Con­
trol) children tended to be behaviorally defiant in the classroom. Spivack 
and Swift (1967) also have noted that 8 percent of children being rated on 
the DESBRS by their teachers, although receiving A or B grades, did score 
high on the behaviorally defiant factor. They suggested that some degree 
of this behavior (e.g., annoying peers, breaking classroom rules), despite 
its interfering nature, is age appropriate in an elementary school popula­
tion. This same reasoning may be applicable for the locus of control vari­
able, which itself correlates well with academic achievement indicators 
(internals are better achievers). 
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The literature on locus of control offers another possible explana­
tion. Crandall, Katkovsky, and Preston (1962), Epstein and Komorita 
(1970), and Shaw and Uhl (1971) all have indicated that internally oriented 
children tend to be more behaviorally spontaneous than externally oriented 
children, but they also do better in school and achievement situations. 
This was the case with the population in the present study. Perhaps what 
is perceived and included in DESBRS Factor 1 (Behavioral defiance) is what 
some teachers consider negativism, contrariness, and generally poor class­
room deportment, while some others might conceive of such behaviors as 
youthful exuberance, spunkiness, and sociability. 
Nonetheless, it would be more reasonable for teachers to perceive a 
good student in a generally positive way, and, therefore, this finding 
requires further verification or perhaps refinement in the manner in which 
classroom negativism and defiance is defined and factored. 
Moral Responses and Defenses against Guilt 
The overall interplay between type of moral response to transgression 
and type of defense against guilt suggests that both are interfaced in 
relation to how the child perceives and orients himself to the environment. 
The preadolescents in this study who used "gets away with it" moral 
responses also tended to use denial as a defense. This type of sequence 
required that the child first identify with the transgressive act depicted 
in the story and then deny the act itself ever took place. In younger 
children, such behavior is not uncommon and perhaps indicates a method of 
testing the environment to get a clearer picture of what reality boundaries 
exist and in such a way learn the constraints placed upon them as members 
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of a social order. Hius, it was predictable that some vestige of early 
childhood "testing the limits" behavior would appear among the preadoles-
cents in this study and perhaps should be considered a precursor of true 
moral behavior. 
Another sequence which emerged indicated that children who tended to 
use projection/displacement as a defense also tended to rely upon external 
initiation and performance moral responses. Placing blame on others and 
projecting the motivation for transgressive acts to external sources 
appears to lead to the feeling that external sources (e.g., parents, adults 
in authority, God) must play the primary role in making restitution or 
reparation for the morally transgressive act or force the instigator to do 
so. In such a way, the guilt is imposed externally rather than internally. 
Nonetheless, in the moral sense, this sequence may be more developmentally 
advanced in that it requires at least some recognition of wrongdoing and 
the imposition of restitution. 
Finally, the most mature and developmentally sophisticated moral 
response and defense relationship was found to exist among certain subjects 
in this study. There was a sigalflcarit correlation between the sslf-criti-
cal moral response and the no defense posture; that is, children who were 
nondefensive tended to use self-critical moral responses. In a sense, a 
self-critical moral response to transgression is reciprocal with a nonde­
fensive posture and is perhaps best understood as being part and parcel of 
the same psychological dynamic. To be self-critical implies a dissatisfac­
tion with the violation of one's standards, which in turn implies an abil­
ity to view the behaviors in question critically and without distortion. 
Aronfreed (1960, 1968) has suggested that the nondefensive, self-critical 
response pattern evolves in the individual when child rearing occurs in a 
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generally rational, nonpunitive environment where a strong but flexible 
code of behaviors has been firmly established and maintained. Thus, the 
issue of socialization atmosphere as it relates to moral development and 
defenses certainly deserves further consideration and research. 
Implications for Future Research 
It is perhaps axiomatic that the true value of the research process 
lies not in what is found but rather in what is left open for further 
exploration. The present investigation, detailed in this report, has hope­
fully been valuable in extending some of the information relevant to the 
issues of moral development and psychological defenses and hopefully might 
be of some use in further explorations. A consideration of the last 
decade, which has traumatically witnessed generational conflict and social 
change primarily stemming from moral and ethical collisons, would alone 
seem to warrant additional research and scholarship in the area of moral 
orientation and value systems. 
A number of possibilities, some directly and some tangentially related 
to this study, appear to call for future research. High on the list of 
priorities should be the exploration and investigation of the longitudinal 
aspects of moral development. Although there has been a great deal of 
cross-sectional research in this area, not one major attempt has been made 
to study the issue along the wide expanse of developmental and chronologi­
cal time. 
Cross-cultural research has been sorely lacking and sporadic at best. 
Certainly there appears to be some virtue in comparative study, especially 
in light of the divergent differences that exist in the way human beings 
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order themselves socially. Perhaps a closer look at some other cultures 
and societies might afford us a better perspective and help clarify what, 
indeed, we value as an ideal and, perhaps, aid in gaining information on 
how to best achieve the goals we desire. 
The issue of how to study moral behaviors also requires further 
research and thinking. The use of morally transgressive situations appears 
to be a valuable method, to this writer, in that it closely approximates 
real life situations. However, it is still a step removed from actuality 
and, therefore, might result in spurious conclusions. A valuable adjunct 
to the morally transgressive methodology may be found in the utilization of 
case reports and naturalistic observation carried on by psychologists and 
developmentalists. Anthropologists and animal behaviorists have added 
enormously to their disciplines with such techniques, and a resurgence 
would seem to be in order in other disciplines concerned with the nature of 
man. 
Finally, it would appear that interdisciplinary research and dialogue 
should be stressed in any future work on the issue of moral development. 
In too many cases, the literature in this area seems to exist in a vacuum. 
Perhaps it is time for a major symposium to take a good look at the rele­
vant research in related disciplines and to speculate on future parameters, 
methodologies, and applications. 
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Summary 
The present investigation was conducted to determine whether a signif­
icant relationship existed between moral response to transgression and cer­
tain demographic, personality, and academic-cognitive variables. A second 
objective was to determine whether a significant relationship existed 
between type of defense against guilt and certain demographic, personality, 
and academic-cognitive variables. 
The subjects were 192 preadolescent children, with a total of 107 
males and 85 females, ranging in age from 9 years, 6 months to 14 years, 
0 months. The children involved in this study were enrolled in fourth-, 
fifth-, and sixth-grade classes. 
Demographic data (age, sex, socioeconomic status) and academic-cogni­
tive data (IQ, reading grade level, fourth-grade school index) were 
obtained for each subject. In addition, subjects* moral responses and 
defense mechanisms relative to moral transgression were obtained using an 
adapted version of Âronfreed's (1961) open-ended moral transgression sto­
ries. The subjects also were administered the Dialer (1960) Locus of Con­
trol Questionnaire, and each subject's teacher completed an adapted version 
of the Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale (Spivack & Swift, 
1967). 
A factor analysis was conducted on the Devereux Elementary School 
Behavior Rating Scale, and all variables were intercorrelated so that Pear­
son Product Moment correlations were obtained for each variable relative to 
every other variable in this study. 
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The results of this study indicated that brighter, academically tal­
ented children tended to use self-critical outcomes for moral transgression 
stories and tended not to use "gets away with it" moral responses. Chil­
dren who were internally oriented (Locus of Control) tended to use self-
critical moral responses and not externally oriented moral responses. 
Children who experienced school difficulties such as being negativisitic, 
dependent-withdrawn, and verbally defiant tended to use "gets away with it" 
moral responses and not self-critical responses. 
The findings relative to defense mechanisms indicated that brighter, 
academically talented children tended to use projection/displacement as a 
defense, while less academically talented children tended to use denial. 
Higher status children tended to be nondefensive. In addition, children 
who exhibited acting-out school difficulties (e.g., negativism, defiance) 
tended to use rationalization as a defense, whereas withdrawn and dependent 
children tended to use denial. Finally, children adept at classroom cre­
ativity and comprehension indicated a tendency to use rationalization as a 
defense, while those who experienced difficulty in these areas tended to 
use denial. 
The results were discussed and implications for future research con­
sidered. 
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Appendix A: Bialer Locus of Control Questionnaire 
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(I. Dialer) 
Children's Locus of Control Scale 
Instructions 
Hiis is not a test. I am just trying to find out how kids your age 
think about certain things. I am going to ask you some questions to see 
how you feel about these things. There are no right or wrong answers to 
these questions. Some kids say "Yes" and some say "No." When I ask the 
question, if you think your answer should be yes, or mostly yes, write 
"Yes" on the sheet given to each of you. If you think the answer should be 
no, or mostly no, write "No." Remember, different children give different 
answers, and there is no right or wrong answer. Just write "Yes" or "No," 
depending on how you think the question should be answered. If you want me 
to repeat a question, ask me. Do you understand? All right, listen care­
fully, and write "Yes" or ''No" for each question I ask. 
Ip. When somebody gets mad at you, do you usually feel there is nothing 
you can do about it? 
2f. Do you really believe a kid can be whatever he or she wants to be? 
3f. When people are mean to you, could it be because you did something to 
make them be mean? 
4f. Do you usually make up your mind about something without asking some­
one first? 
5f. Can you do anything about what is going to happen tomorrow? 
of. When people are good to you- is it usually because you did something 
to make them be good? 
It. Can you ever make other people do things you want them to do? 
8f. Do you ever think that kids your age can change things that are hap­
pening in the world? 
9f. If another child-was going to hit you, could you do anything about 
it? 
lOf. Can a child your age ever have his or her own way? 
lip. Is it hard for you to know why some people do certain things? 
12f. When someone is nice to you, is it because you did the right things? 
13f. Can you ever try to be friends with another kid even if he or she 
doesn't want to? 
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14f. Does it ever help any to think about what you will be when you grow 
up? 
15£. When someone gets mad at you, can you usually do something to make 
him or her your friend again? 
16f. Can kids your age ever have anything to say about where they are 
going to live? 
17f. When you get in an argument, is it sometimes your fault? 
ISp. When nice things happen to you, is it only good luck? 
19p. Do you often feel you get punished when you don't deserve it? 
20f. Will people usually do things for you if you ask them? 
21f. Do you believe a kid can usually be whatever he wants to be when he 
or she grows up? 
22p. When bad things happen to you, is it usually someone else's fault? 
23f. Can you ever know for sure why some people do certain things? 
Note; The letter "f" following item number indicates that an answer of 
"Yes" is scored as internal control. The letter "p" signifies that 
an answer of "No" is scored as internal control. 
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Appendix B: Aronfreed's Open-ended Moral Transgression 
Stories 
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Story 1: JIMMY 
Jimmy is a nice boy who has a lot of friends. They are all the best 
friends, and they always do things together. All the boys like Mr. Good. 
Mr. Good is very nice to the boys. He always gives them a ball to play 
with. One day the boys need a ball. But Mr. Good is not there. The boys 
are angry because they can't get a ball. So they begin to play with chalk 
instead. Later, when no one is looking, they take the chalk and write on 
Mr. Good's front step. Then they all start to go home. Then only Jimmy is 
there. He writes a very bad word on the step. Then Jimmy goes away. No 
one sees him do it. 
FINISH THE STORY. TELL ABOUT JIMMY AND TELL WHAT HAPPENS. 
92 
Story 2: BILLY 
Billy's mother is a real good mother. She lets him do lots of things. 
Billy is trying very hard to get a good report card in school. One day he 
brings home a very good report card. He puts it on the table. His mother 
sees it, but she is busy and does not say anything. Billy is very angry. 
He feels like he worked for nothing. He says to himself, "That old mother' 
I hope she falls and breaks her leg." Ihe next day, Billy's mother did 
fall and break her leg. 
FINISH THE STORY. TELL ABOUT BILLY AND TELL WHAT HAPPENS. 
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Story 3: BOBBY 
Bobby has a good friend. His name is Peter. Bobby likes Peter very much. 
One day they are playing a game in the woods. They both work hard to get a 
lot of stones in a box. Then they throw the stones to see how far they can 
throw. Bobby wins. Peter is angry. He says to Bobby, "No fair. You take 
the small stones. They go too far." Peter throws all the stones down and 
walks away. Bobby is angry, too. He takes a stone and throws it at Peter. 
Peter falls down. Peter does not get up. He just lies there. Bobby runs 
out of the woods. He starts to walk away. No one saw Bobby throw the 
s tone. 
FINISH THE STORY. TELL ABOUT BOBBY AND TELL WHAT HAPPENS. 
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Story 4: JOHNNY 
Johnny thinks his father is great. His father has a big knife, and he 
makes things out of wood. But the knife is getting old. Johnny has a 
secret. He bought his father a new knife for Christmas. One day he is 
watching his father use his old knife. It is just before Christmas. 
Johnny says, "Dad, can I try your knife?" His father says, "When you are a 
little older." Johnny is really angry. He feels like a baby. He goes 
away. Then he goes outside and makes a hole in the ground. He takes the 
new knife and puts it in the hole. Then he puts back the dirt. No one 
sees him do it. 
FINISH THE STORY. TELL ABOUT JOHNNY AND TELL WHAT HAPPENS. 
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Story 5; TWMY 
Tonuny likes to work around the house, but he likes to play outside with the 
boys, too. One fine day. Tommy is all ready to go out and play. But his 
mother says, "First go out and see if the flowers on the rose bush have 
come out yet. If they have, pick some and bring them to me." Tommy goes 
into the back yard. The roses have come out, but Tonmy is angry. He wants 
to play with the boys. He doesn't want to pick flowers. So he goes to his 
mother and says, "The roses didn't come out yet." Then he takes the roses 
and goes to the school yard to play. He throws the roses in the trash can 
in the school yard. No one sees him do it. 
FINISH THE STORY. TELL ABOUT TOMMY AND TELL WHAT HAPPENS. 
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Appendix C: Adapted Version of Aronfreed's Moral 
Transgression Stories 
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Story 1; PAT 
Pat is a nice kid with lots of friends. Pat's friends always do things 
together. Mr. Good is very nice to Pat and the friends. He always gives 
them a ball to play with. One day Pat and the friends wanted a ball to 
play with but Mr. Good was not at home. So all the kids played with chalk 
instead. They write with the chalk on Mr. Good's front step when no one is 
looking. Then all the kids go home. Only Pat stays. When no one is look­
ing, Pat wrote a very bad word on Mr. Good's front step. Pat then goes 
away. No one saw Pat write the bad word. 
FINISH THE STORY. TELL ABOUT PAT AND TELL WHAT HAPPENS. 
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Story 2: TERRY 
Terry's mother is a real good mother. She lets Terry do lots of things. 
Terry is trying very hard to get a good report card in school. One day 
Terry brings home a very good report card and puts it on the table. 
Terry's mother sees the report card, but she is busy and does not say any­
thing. Terry is very angry at mother and thinks, "I hope she falls and 
breaks her leg." The next day Terry's mother did fall and break her leg. 
FINISH THE STORY. TELL ABOUT TERRY AND TELL WHAT HAPPENS. 
99 
Story 3: CHRIS 
Chris has a good friend. The friend's name is Sandy. One day Chris and 
Sandy are playing a game in the woods. Chris and Sandy are playing to see 
how far they can throw stones. Chris wins the game. Sandy is angry and 
says to Chris, "No fair, you threw the small stones, and they go too far." 
Chris gets angry at Sandy and throws a rock. The rock hit Sandy who falls 
down and does not get up. Sandy just lies there. Chris then runs out of 
the woods. No one saw Chris throw the stone. 
FINISH "mE STORY. TELL ABOUT CHRIS AND TELL WHAT HAPPENS. 
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Story 4: DALE 
Dale has a really great father. Father has a big knife, and he makes 
things of wood. But the knife is getting old. Dale has a secret. Dale 
bought father a new knife for Christmas. One day Dale is watching father 
use his old knife. It is just before Christmas. Dale says, "Dad, can I 
try your knife?" Father says, "When you are a little older." Dale is 
really angry and feels like a baby. Dale goes outside and makes a hole in 
the ground. Then Dale takes the new knife and puts it in the hole. Then 
Dale covers the hole with dirt. No one sees Dale do this. 
FINISH THE STORY. TELL ABOUT DALE AND TELL WHAT HAPPENS. 
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Story 5; LEE 
Lee likes to work around the house but also likes to play with friends, too. 
One very nice day Lee is all ready to go out and play. Lee's mother says, 
"First go out and see if the flowers on the rose bush have come out yet. 
If they have, pick some and bring them to me." Lee goes into the back yard. 
The roses have come out, but Lee is angry. Lee wants to play with friends 
and doesn't want to pick flowers. So Lee goes to mother and says, "The 
roses didn't come out yet." Then Lee takes the roses and goes to the park 
to play. Lee throws the roses in the trash can in the park. No one sees 
Lee do this. 
FINISH THE STORY. TELL ABOUT LEE AND TELL WHAT HAPPENS. 
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Appendix D: Coding System for Moral Responses 
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Coding System for Moral Responses 
Category 0 - Self-Criticism 
self-blame 
self-criticism 
explicit recognition of wrongdoing 
any self-appraisal associated with guilt 
remorse (only upon seIf-evaluation) 
confession - with admission of responsibility 
apology - " " " " 
reparation - " " " " 
Category 1 - External Resolution 
- discovery and punishment 
- unpleasant fortuitous consequences 
suffer accident 
left with unpleasant task 
something of value lost or destroyed 
- focus on external responsibility; actions of others held 
responsible for the transgression or were used to justify it 
Category 2 - Externally Oriented Initiation and Performance 
- self-criticism or correction of deviance brought about by 
social environment (i.e., parent, teacher, peers, etc.) 
- acts of reparation or conformity when assisted by other people 
(also God) in carrying them out 
Category 3 - Ex te mal ization and Negation 
- hero "gets away with" transgressive act 
- transgressive act negated 
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Appendix E: Coding System for Defense Mechanisms 
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Coding System for Defense Mechanisms 
Category 0 - Denial 
Hero glosses over or minimizes behavior but not when ^  is 
unaware of moral implication 
Category 1 - Projection - Displacement 
Ss describe heroes as attributing punishment or critical atti­
tudes to other people or impersonal forces 
feel disliked by others 
feel provoked by others to attack or reject then 
interpret as punishment either fortuitous misfortunes or 
the coincidental hostile behavior of other people 
s^ describe heroes as blaming other people for their behavior 
or justify behavior by reference to others 
Category 2 - Rationalization 
Hero justifies behavior by "making excuses" for the transgres­
sion 
Hero intellectualizes the transgression and its aftermath 
Category 3 - No Defense 
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Appendix F; Devereux Elementary School Behavior 
Rating Scale with Scale Adaptation 
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You are going to rate the overt behavior of a student. For all the items, 
use the rating scale below. In the space provided to the right of each 
statement, write in a number (from 1-99) that seems most appropriate. You 
may use any number from "1" to "99" to indicate the extent of your agree­
ment or disagreement. This does not mean that you have to use all the num­
bers from 1-99. Some people only use the numbers 1, 25, 50, 75, and 99. 
Others use 1, 10, 20, 30, 40...up to 99. The point is, the distinctions 
you make should be as fine as you feel you can make. Use the numbers along 
the range you feel most comfortable with. If you feel you can distinguish 
between 50 and 51, then do so. This procedure satisfies some people's need 
to make fine distinctions, but others who feel they cannot respond with 
such precision may use fewer different numbers. 
He/she does He/she typically 
not behave I'm not behaves that 
that way sure way 
1 25 50 75 99 
COMPARED WITH THE AVERAGE CHILD IN THE NORMAL CLASSROOM SITUATION, HOW 
OFTEN OR TO WHAT DEGREE DOES THE CHILD.. . 
1. Start working on something before getting the directions 
straight? _____ 
2. Say that the teacher doesn't help him enough (i.e., won't 
show him how to do things or answer his questions)? _____ 
3. Bring things to class that relate to current topic (e.g., 
exhibits, collections, articles, etc.)? _____ 
4. Tell stories or describe things in an interesting and 
colorful fashion (e.g., has an active imagination, etc.)? 
5. Speak disrespectfully to teacher (e.g., call teacher 
names, treat teacher as an equal, etc.)? _____ 
6. Initiate classroom discussion? _____ 
7. Act defiant (i.e., will not do what he is asked to do, 
says: "I won't do it")? 
8. Seek out the teacher before or after class to talk about 
school or personal matters? 
9- Belittle or make derogatory remarks about the subject 
being taught (e.g., "spelling is stupid")? 
10. Get the point of what he reads or hears in class? 
11. Have to be reprimanded or controlled by the teacher 
because of his behavior in class? 
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He/she does He/she typically 
not behave I'm not behaves that 
that way sure way 
1 25 50 75 99 
12. Poke, torment, or tease classmates? 
13. Annoy or interfere with the work of his peers in class? 
14. Tell stories which are exaggerated and untruthful? 
15. Give an answer that has nothing to do with a question 
being asked? 
16. Break classroom rules (e.g., throw things, mark up desks 
or books, etc.)? 
17. Interrupt when the teacher is talking? 
18. Quickly lose attention when teacher explains something to 
him (e.g., becomes fidgety, looks away, etc.)? 
19. Offer to do things for the teacher (e.g., erase the 
board, empty the pencil sharpener, open the door, get the 
mail, etc.)? 
20. Make you doubt whether he is paying attention to \^ at you 
are doing or saying (e.g., looks elsewhere, has blank 
stare or faraway look, etc.)? 
21. Introduce into class discussion personal experiences or 
things he has heard which relate to what is going on in 
class? 
22. Get openly disturbed about scores on a test (e.g., may 
cry, get emotionally upset, etc.)? 
23. Show worry or get anxious about knowing the "right" 
answers? 
24. Look to see how others are doing something before he does 
it (e.g., when teacher gives a direction, etc.)? 
25. Complain teacher never calls on him (e.g., that teacher 
calls on others first, etc.)? 
26. Make irrelevant remarks during a classroom discussion? 
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He/she does He/she typically 
not behave I'm not behaves that 
that way sure way 
25 50 75 99 
27. Unable to change from one task to another when asked to 
do so (e.g., has difficulty beginning a new task, may get 
upset or disorganized, etc.)? 
28. Oblivious to what is going on in class (i.e., not "with 
it," seems to be in his own "private" closed world)? 
29. Reliant upon the teacher for directions and to be told 
how to do things or proceed in class? 
30. Quickly drawn into the talking or noisemaking of others 
(i.e., stops work to listen or join in)? 
31. Outwardly nervous when a test is given? 
32. Unable to follow directions given in class (i.e., needs 
precise directions before he can proceed successfully)? 
33. Sensitive to criticism or correction about his school 
work (e.g., gets angry, sulks, seems "defeated," etc.)? 
34. Prone to blame the teacher, the test, or external circum­
stances when things don't go well? 
35. Able to apply what he has learned to a new situation? 
36. Sloppy in his work (e.g., his products are dirty or 
marked up, wrinkled, etc.)? 
37. Likely to know the material when called upon to recite in 
class? 
38. Quick to say work assigned is too hard (e.g., "you expect 
too much," "I can't get it," etc.)? 
39. Responsive or friendly in his relationship with the 
teacher in class (vs. being cool, detached, or distant)? 
40. Likely to quit or give up when something is difficult or 
demands more than usual effort? 
41. Slow to complete his work (i.e., has to be prodded, takes 
excessive time)? 
42. Swayed by the opinion of her peers? 
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He/she does 
not behave 
that way 
I'm not 
sure 
He/she typically 
behaves that 
way 
1 25 50 75 99 
43. Difficult to reach (e.g., seems preoccupied with his own 
thoughts, may have to call him by name to bring him out 
of himself)? 
44. Unwilling to go back over his work? 
45. Like to be close to the teacher (e.g., hug or touch the 
teacher, sit or stand next to teacher, etc.)? 
46. Have difficulty deciding what to do when given a choice 
between two or more things? 
47. Rush through his work and, therefore, make unnecessary 
mistakes? 
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Appendix G; Intercoder Agreement Tables for Moral 
Responses and Defense Mechanisms 
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Intercoder Agreement: The number of story endings placed in each 
category by two coders 
2nd 100 stories coded for moral 
responses 
Final 760 stories coded for moral 
responses 
0 60 3 2 2 0 264 12 8 3 
1 0 14 2 0 1 4 298 15 6 
2 1 1 7 1 2 0 10 68 2 
3 0 0 0 7 3 0 2 3 65 
88% agreement 91% agreement 
2nd 100 stories coded for defense Final 760 stories coded for defense 
mechanisms mechanisms 
o' 1 2 3 0 1 2 3 
0 19 2 0 1 0 111 3 4 8 
1 1 15 1 0 1 1 80 6 4 
2 1 0 1 5 0 2 1 1 4 31 n X 
3 2 2 4 49 3 10 23 27 446 
86% agreement 88% agreement 
Coding system for moral responses may be found in Appendix D. 
'Coding system for defense mechanisms may be found in Appendix E. 
113 
Appendix H: General Introductory Remarks 
114 
General Information Given to Each Class 
I am here today to begin conducting a study on children. I am inter­
ested in asking children like yourselves to help me by telling the real 
facts about their lives. 
The things you are going to do are not tests. There are no right or 
wrong answers. I just want to know how children your age think about cer­
tain things. 
Before we begin, here are some important things to remember. 
1. Stay with the class. Don't rush ahead. 
2. Answer for yourself. Remember, I want to know what's true for 
you, not for somebody else. 
3. Don't look around. Even if you don't intend to, you mig^ t see 
someone else's answer and be influenced by it. 
4. If at any time you don't understand what to do or if I am going 
too fast, raise your hand, and I will come to you. Ask your ques­
tions quietly so as not to bother the others. 
Okay, then we'll begin now with the first part of our study. 
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Appendix 1: Demographic Data Sheet 
116 
Subject Demographic Data Sheet 
Name: 
Age: years and months 
Your Class: Your Teacher: 
Your Sex: Boy Girl 
Number of brothers What are their ages? 
Number of sisters What are their ages? 
Father's Occupation (Job") Father's place of business 
Mother's Occupation fJob^  Mother's place of business 
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Appendix J: Locus of Control Answer Sheet 
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LC Answer Sheet 
Name Date 
Locus of Control Scale 
Item Answer 0 1 Item Answer 0 1 Item Answer 0 1 
Ip 9f 17f 
2f lOf 18d 
3f lip 19p 
4f 12f 20f 
5f 13f 21f 
6f 14f 22p 
7f 15 f 23f 
8f 16f .TOTAL L.C, SCORE: 
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Appendix K; General Rating Instructions for Devereux 
Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale 
120 
Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale 
Student's Name 
Student's Sex_ 
Grade 
School 
Teacher's Name_ 
Date of Rating, 
RATING GUIDE 
1. Base rating on student's recent 
and current behavior. 
2. Compare the student with normal 
children his age. 
Consider only the behavior of the 
student over the past month. 
The standard for comparison should 
be the average youngster in the 
normal classroom situation. 
3. Base rating on your own experi­
ence with the student. 
Consider only your own impression. 
As much as possible, ignore what 
others have said about the student 
and their impressions. 
4. Consider each question indepen­
dently. 
Make no effort to describe a consis­
tent behavioral picture or person­
ality. It is known that children 
may show seemingly contradictory 
behavior. 
5. Avoid interpretations of "uncon­
scious" motives and feelings. 
As much as possible, base ratings 
on outward behavior you actually 
observe. Do not try to interpret 
what might be going on in the stu­
dent's mind. 
6. Use extreme ratings whenever 
warranted. 
7. Rate each item quickly. 
8. Rate every question. 
Avoid tending to rate near the mid­
dle of all scales. Make use of the 
full range offered by the scales. 
If you are unable to reach a deci­
sion, go on to the next item and 
come back later to those you 
skipped. 
If you are not sure of the behavior 
in question, there is a place on 
the scale provided for such a 
response. 
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Appendix L: Loadings of Items on the Factors Derived from the 
Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale 
122 
TABLE 14 
Factor Loadings (decimals omitted) 
DESBRS Factor 
tern 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1 55 17 -03 -03 -22 04 11 00 
2 29 23 05 00 -08 67 13 -09 
3 -04 -12 21 06 12 -03 -05 65 
4 08 -33 15 06 21 -05 06 68 
5 50 -10 -15 -12 01 62 04 CO 
6 13 -36 11 -10 07 -05 -04 79 
7 39 07 -13 04 07 73 -08 -06 
8 -09 -04 71 08 -02 01 10 26 
9 48 -01 00 08 -13 68 02 02 
10 -29 -50 04 -02 63 -10 -03 30 
11 84 18 -09 -05 08 31 -11 04 
12 79 09 -18 -03 06 30 -12 -05 
13 85 16 -07 -03 -03 28 -08 07 
14 60 13 09 -07 -02 26 40 -11 
15 60 37 21 -04 -12 10 55 -08 
16 72 19 -17 -02 03 33 -05 -14 
17 65 02 00 02 -13 41 23 12 
18 32 59 -10 -14 -24 29 15 -16 
19 09 -08 67 08 -07 -12 11 13 
20 38 71 -10 -11 -14 03 02 -21 
21 12 -30 29 07 02 06 01 75 
22 04 08 00 72 -05 21 -02 -01 
23 -10 -09 10 68 14 -03 00 09 
24 37 39 03 29 -32 05 19 -16 
25 27 03 06 15 -12 69 03 01 
26 64 09 12 09 -26 32 39 10 
27 37 64 01 04 -14 24 16 -04 
28 10 83 -15 -05 07 01 03 -20 
29 12 60 14 24 -21 13 -01 -18 
30 72 21 -03 16 -16 25 -09 14 
31 -04 08 06 74 -14 12 00 03 
32 19 67 03 20 -33 16 -03 -21 
33 33 22 -11 46 00 51 02 -10 
34 37 23 -10 18 04 68 09 -03 
35 -15 -32 07 -02 66 -19 -07 34 
36 52 32 -01 -01 -04 17 04 -01 
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TABLE 14 (Continued) 
DESBRS Factor 
tern 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
37 -22 -47 05 04 51 -13 02 45 
38 15 34 -05 23 -25 65 -03 01 
39 -11 -08 58 -13 24 -13 -16 20 
40 19 69 -01 14 -21 41 -06 -11 
41 -02 73 15 -04 -08 05 -12 -17 
42 34 36 -07 18 -28 13 05 -15 
43 08 85 -22 -01 17 -01 15 -20 
44 49 41 -06 07 -15 30 05 -06 
45 -17 10 81 08 02 04 -02 07 
46 14 46 05 31 -28 -08 20 -05 
47 49 02 01 07 -20 14 20 10 
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Appendix M: Intercorrelational Matrix for All Variables 
TABLE 15 
Intercorrelational Matrix for Ail Variables* 
1^  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1 X 15* -15* -08 -07 10 11 11 01 25** 07 -25** 12 
2 X -38** -29** -37** 15* 22** 18* -04 01 29** -16* 08 
3 X 64** 61** -25** -27** -28** 14 -16* -49** 10 -08 
4 X 68** -36** -29** -37** 23** -17* -52** 11 -19* 
5 X -30** -31** -33** 22** -27** -59** -03 -25** 
6 X 65** 97** -17* 04 23** -02 07 
7 X 82** -16* 09 21** -04 04 
8 X -18* 07 24** -02 07 
9 X 16* -10 -04 02 
10 X 41** -19* 72** 
11 X -14 35** 
12 X -14 
13 X 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
D^ecimals omitted. 
1^ = Sex; 2 = Age; 3 = IQ; 4 = Reading grade; 5 = Fourth grade school 
index; 6 = Father's occupation; 7 = Father's education; 8 • Socioeconomic 
status; 9 = Locus of control; 10 = DESBRS Factor 1; 11 = DESBRS Factor 2; 
12 = DESBRS Factor 3; 13 = DESBRS Factor 4: 14 = DESBRS Factor 5; 15 • 
DESBRS Factor 6; 16 = DESBRS Factor 7; 17 = DESBRS Factor 8; 18 » Moral 
response 0; 19 = Moral response 1; 20 = Moral response 2; 21 « Moral 
response 3; 22 = Defense mechanism 0; 23 = Defense mechanism 1; 24 • 
Defense mechanism 2; 25 = Defense mechanism 3. 
*p<.05; **p<. 01. 
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14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
-03 -07 05 04 -07 05 -08 10 09 -03 -03 -04 
-28** 00 -02 -30** -05 -03 -02 15* 11 -06 -11 01 
54** -11 -25** 44** 19* -05 -04 -22** -12 18* 05 -05 
65** -14 -26** 49** 22** -09 03 -27** -21** 27** 13 -08 
66** -07 -33** 47** 20** -03 -01 -32** -20** 18* 15* -03 
-36** -12 09 -31** -08 02 02 10 -04 -14 -05 14 
-27** -07 06 -28** -13 08 06 05 -06 -09 -11 15* 
-36** -11 10 -32** -10 04 02 09 -05 -13 -07 16* 
16* 04 04 24** 17* -10 -06 -09 02 03 -06 -01 
-35** 02 71** 02 -17* 09 00 15* 17* 02 -15* -08 
-69** 06 44** -47** -20** 00 01 35** 20** -11 -15* -02 
20** 09 05 39** 07 -01 -11 -02 -11 -03 19* 03 
-34** 16* 55** -04 -12 02 05 12 13 02 -11 -07 
X -02 -43** 56** 17* 03 -03 -33** -15* 18* 19* -09 
X 02 06 -09 04 07 04 12 -04 -09 -02 
X -03 -18* 12 -03 15* 13 -04 -13 -02 
X 13 -01 -02 -21** -16* 10 17* -02 
X -73** -26** -34** -23** -21** 10 28** 
X -18* -19* -04 06 -06 01 
X -11 05 20** -01 -17* 
X 42** 10 -05 -36** 
X -11 -20** -60** 
X 05 -64** 
V -27** 
X 
